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TO THE REV. W. H. THOMPSON, D.D., 
MASTER OF TRINITY COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE, 

My dear Master, 

A vivid remembrance of you arises in my thoughts whenever I 

am called upon to occupy myself with Plato; and now that I am 

once more editing the Philebus, I cannot but revert to the time 

when I derived so much help and encouragement from you in 

the execution of my earlier task. What then is more natural 
than that I should wish to see your name appearing in the pre- 

sent work, which is not merely a new edition, but an attempt 

to redeem a hasty and crude performance by something which I 

shall be content to leave behind me? There are many reasons 

why I desire to make this record of our friendship; one is the 

intrinsic worth of the friendship itself as it affects me. During 

the two and twenty years which have passed since the First 

Edition, your good will has never flagged. First you spared no pains 

to enable me to remain in England; and afterwards when some 

δεύτερος πλοῦς became expedient, it was through your good opin- 

ion and the weight of your authority, at least as much as through 

any other cause, that I found my way to a haven not altogether 

undesirable. You also were one of the few who understood that 
among the trials of banishment not the least is the fear of being 

utterly forgotten; so while many good friends, and some very 

eminent scholars, have scarcely ever found sufficient leisure to 

prove that fear to be groundless, your letters have sustained my 

hopes. One other English Scholar, of whose friendship we are 

both proud, was not less considerate; and now I must record my 

great affection for him in a Book which he will not read. Never 

did any one so generously interpret the obligations of his high 

place to the prejudice of his own ease and comfort, and in favour 

of all who claimed his help, as the late Lord Lyttelton. He was, 
Platonis Philebus. a 
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as you well know, a man of infinite modesty; and of the ge- 

nuineness of that modesty none could doubt, who saw how per- 

fectly free he was from any sickly fear of publicity. He took 

his place in the world with frank boldness, and did his work in 

it according to his sense of right. As an excellent scholar, and 

as a champion of scholarship, he did good service to a cause not 

overburdened with defenders; but while he was glad to seek re- 

fuge from sadder thoughts in Classical studies, he never hid 

himself in them to escape from any troubles or labours which 

could make him useful to mankind. ‘There is yet another common 

friend of ours, who needs my praise as little as the other, and who 
is equally removed from all human comments; but this is pro- 

bably the last time I shall ever publish anything, and I will not 

lose my only chance of glorying in his friendship. Frederick 

Denison Maurice was, as he informed me many years ago, an 

enthusiastic admirer of Plato’s Philebus. He saw more deeply 

into it, and indeed into all Philosophy, by reason of that devout 

humility which made him so accurate an observer of many things 
which a man who is thinking half of his author and half of 

himself is sure to overlook. Where other men perplexed them- 

selyes with their own ingenuity and love of systems, his teach- 
able sympathy with all that he studied led him into truths which 
they had neglected as unmeaning. But it is not for me to ce- 

lebrate that great Heart and Mind. I merely claim him as one 
of those friends for whom my affection revived with peculiar vi- 

vidness while I was busied with the preparations for this Book. 
As for the Book itself, you will perhaps have leisure to decide, 

whether on the whole it contains many improvements on its pre- 

decessor: but haying once addressed myself to you, I am loth to 

let you go, without taking some note of certain Platonic lucu- 

brations, the fruit of the past year. They are verbal criticisms; 

but verbal criticisms which make an author more legible, seem to 

me no barren exercise. Nor will you think so, who have never 

had any lot or part with the supercilious and ignorant dogmatisers 

who have brought scholarship to so low an ebb in England. You 

will be glad to find any text made a little more worthy of its 
author, than the Greculi have made it; and will rejoice for the 

sake of those who are to come after us, if they are not scared 

away from important works by the almost hopeless state in which 
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they haye been left. This is why I have again taken up the 

same inquiry into the later books of the Laws, which I com- 

menced in a certain Epistola. My belief is now stronger than 

ever, that three fourths of the bad grammar, obscurity and non- 

sence which we find in good authors is due to nothing more than 

interpolations, whether purposely inserted or accidentally derived 

from the Margin. Not that the other part of criticism which 
detects the right word lurking under the wrong has done all its 

work; very far from it. Take the following example from the 

Sophist, p. 218, a. “Age τοίνυν, ὦ ξένε, οὕτω καὶ καϑάπερ εἶπε 
Σωκράτης πᾶσι κεχαρισμένος ἔσει; if you will read Heindorf’s note, 

you will see that second thoughts are not always wiser. One 
easily confounded letter has caused all this trouble. Theaetetus 

says: dod τοίνυν, ὦ &, οὕτως- Οὐ take this in the Politicus, 

286, p; where for ἔφαμεν δεῖν μεμνῆσϑαι, it is self-evident that 

you want ἐφ. 0. μεμερίσϑαι.---Τῇ the Laws, 904, p where we now 

read διαφέροντα καὶ μετέβαλε τόπον ἅγιον ὅλον μετακομισϑεῖσα, 
common sense bids us read, 6. x. μετέλαβε τόπον, ἁγίαν ὁδὸν μετα- 
κομισϑεῖσα, leaving out what follows. I do not know whether 

you have seen a striking proof of the audacity of interpolators, 

which I adduced from the Phedo, It is in the passage!) beginning 

σὺ δὲ δεδιὼς av, τὸ λεγόμενον, τὴν σαυτοῦ σκιὰν, where the very 
opposite precept is put into Socrates’ mouth in place of that which 

Plato had assigned to him; and all for what? Because the two 

forms 2@¢ ἂν and ἐώης ἂν were disputing for admission, some one 
inserted both, but one with a change of accent and breathing, 

and then another came and changed χαίρειν ἐῴης ἂν τὰ ἀπ᾽ ἐκεί- 
νης ὁρμηϑέντα, into χαίρειν gong av καὶ οὐκ ἀποκρίναιο, ἕως ἂν 
τὰ ἀπ᾽ ἐχείνης ὁρμηϑέντα σκέψαιο. And on this rubbish Wytten- 
bach comments as on a sound logical precept. Another such 

forgery occurs in Euthydemus 305, c, ν. Here ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἰδίοις λό- 

yors and so forth down to κολούεσϑαι, ought to be removed back 

so as to precede ὥστε παρὰ πᾶσιν. But because it was inserted 

out of its place, in order to give it some air of continuity, the 

seribe built for it this beautiful bridge: εἶναι μὲν γὰρ τῇ ἀληϑείᾳ 
σφᾶς σοφωτάτους: which Cobet, little dreaming whose work he 

was correcting, altered into σφεῖς σοφώτατοι. In the same dialogue 

287, B, c, we have these glaring interpolations: [ἃ τὸ πρῶτον 

1) P. 101, νυ. 
a* 
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εἴπομεν viv ἀναμιμνήσκει xoi]—[o Aéyerg]—[émet elt ..... τοῖς 
λόγοις. 

But I must now enter upon the Laws. Shall 1 follow Pindar’s 

precept of πρόσωπον τηλαυγές ἢ or that given in Troilus and Cres- 

sida, which I will quote, μέ obiter emendem? 

1) Let us like merchants shew our fouler wares 

And think perchance they’ll sell: if not, the lustre 

O’th’ better yet to shew will shew the better 

By shewing the worse first. 

I will not presume to say that the following correction is better 

or worse than the general run, but the passage is at all events 

a strikingly corrupt one, and so an emendation of it, if tenable, 

deserves a special place. ; 

In the twelfth Book p. 960, ο, ν, of Stephens we find the follow-, 

ing passage, which looks at first impenetrable; but by and by 
we discern a kind of bush-track, and at last, if I am not altogether 

mistaken, with a very little thought and very sober dealing with 

difficulties, we are able to restore an old highway in all its com- 
pleteness. 

AO, Ὦ, Κλεινία, πολλὰ τῶν ἔμπροσϑεν καλῶς ὕμνηται, σχεδὸν δὲ 
οὐχ ἥκιστα τὰ τῶν μοιρῶν προσρήματα. 

ΚΑ. Ποῖα δή; 

AO. Τὸ Acygow μὲν τὴν πρώτην εἶναι, Khao δὲ τὴν δευτέραν, 
τὴν “Atgonov δὲ τρίτην, σώτειραν τῶν λεχϑέντων, ἀπεικασμένα τῇ 
τῶν κλωσϑέντων τῷ πυρί, τὴν ἀμετάστροφον ἀπεργαζομένων δύνα- 
μιν" ἃ δὴ καὶ πόλει καὶ πολιτείᾳ δεῖ μὴ μόνον ὑγίειαν καὶ σωτηρίαν 
τοῖς σώμασι παρασκευάζειν, ἀλλὰ καὶ εὐνομίαν ἐν ταῖς ψυχαῖς, μᾶλ- 
λον δὲ σωτηρίαν τῶν νόμων. ἡμῖν δ᾽ ἔτι μοι φαίνεσϑαι δοκεῖ τοῦτ᾽ 
ἐλλεῖπον τοῖς νόμοις εἶναι, πῶς χρὴ τὴν ἀμετάστροφον αὐτοῖς ἐγγίγνε- 
σϑαι κατὰ φύσιν δύναμιν. 

I will not trouble you with the attempts already made: they 
are one and all random guesses, only half serious, rather indica- 

tions of an obstacle than attempts to remove it. We see thus 
much; that as the destiny Atropos preserves the work of her 

sisters, τὰ χλωσϑέντα, so he wishes that his and his friends’ work, 
τὰ λεχϑέντα, should be made ἀμετάστροφα. Now Atropos cannot 
be σώτειρα τῶν AsySévrwv; it is therefore safe, at least provisionally 
80, to write τὴν "“Atgomoy δὲ τρίτην σώτειραν. τῶν JE ΔΕ χϑέντων-- 

1) Act 1. Se. 8. 
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The allusion to the well known τὸ τρίτον τῷ σωτῆρι is obvious, 
and justifies us in placing σώτειραν thus by itself. Then we come 

to ἀπεικασμένα τῇ τῶν κλωσϑέντων---, and the question is; who 

or what is made like to what? But that question is seon answered. 
The preservation of their statutes is to be made like to the pre- 
servation of the fatal thread. But as ἀπεργάζεσϑαι must be the 
act of the old men, and as in these Books we find five or six 

instances of μεϑα being confounded with the participial ending, 

μενος mevyn &e., it is worth while to try ἀπεργαζώμεϑα, and there- 
fore to adapt ἀπεικασμένοι to it. The moment this is done the 
rest of the sentence corrects itself. τῶν δὲ λεχϑέντων, ἀπεικασμέ- 
νοι τῇ τῶν κλωσϑέντων σωτείρ AI, τὴν ἀμετάστροφον ἀπεργαζώ- 
μεϑα δύναμιν. The remainder is likewise faulty; but in the first 

place a little thought will soon shew us how this sentence is to 

be connected with the foregoing, and a little more will suffice 

to clear away what is at once an impropriety and a tautology. 

εἰ δὴ καὶ πολίταις καὶ πολιτίσι δεῖ μὴ μόνον ὑγίειαν x. τ. ἕ. 

A shorter but equally corrupt passage is in the tenth Book, 
p- 905, c. γιγνώσκειν δὲ αὐτήν, ὦ πάντων ἀνδρειότατε, πῶς οὐ 
δεῖν δοκεῖς; ἥν τις μὴ γιγνώσκων οὐδ᾽ ἂν τύπον ἴδοι ποτέ, οὐδὲ λό- 
γον ξυμβάλλεσϑαι περὶ βίου δυνατὸς ἂν γένοιτο εἰς εὐδαιμονίαν τε 
καὶ δυσδαίμονα τύχην. This αὐτὴν refers to τὴν συντέλειαν. “What 
you call the neglect of the Gods, you so call, because you do 
not understand that all which they do contributes to a great 
whole.” We may therefore translate συντέλεια by joint action. 
This then the youth is told that he must know. But it is pre- 
cisely what he cannot know, and, not knowing, ought to distrust 

his own judgment concerning the prosperity of the wicked. 
Eusebius in quoting this passage has πρὸς οὐδὲν, the MS 2 has 
as a correction in the Margin πόσου δεῖν, and although this rests 

on MS authority, and is confirmed by the corrupt reading in 

Eusebius, and yields the only admissible sense, the Editors have 
passed it over. Again though we may use ἀνδρεῖος ironically of 
an unabashed man, this is not the language of monitors to a 

youth of infidel tendencies; and here, where they are reminding 

him of his weakness and incapacity, the word is altogether un- 
suitable. I have no hesitation in reading; γιγνώσκειν δ᾽. αὐτὴν, 
ὦ πάντων ἀχρειότατε, πόσου δεῖν δοκεῖς; You will observe that 
the mere substitution of 4 makes the whole difference of the 
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reading.—I have before me the larger Zurich Edition; what may 

have since happened to the text of the Laws I know not; but 

I can scarcely conceive that such obvious blunders as the follow- 
ing can haye*been left as they were by any subsequent Editor. 

878, B. τραυμάτων οὖν ἐνεστώτων ὀργῇ γενομένων for τ. οὖν ἕν 
ἔστω τῶν ὁ. y. Thus also in 829, we read ταὐτὸν δὴ τοῦτο 
ἔστι καὶ πόλει ὑπάρχειν, γενομένῃ μὲν ἀγαϑῇ βίος εἰρηνικός 
κι τ᾿ & in place of ἔστι καὶ πόλει" ὑπάρχει γ. μ. ἀ. κι τ. & and in 
887, ο, ὁρῶν δὲ μᾶλλον ἢ ἐρῶν τῇ ψυχῇ, δεόντως τῆς ψυχῆς ἐπι- 
τεϑυμηκὼς x. τ. ξ.γ for ἢ ἐρῶν, τῇ ψυχῇ δὲ ὄντως τ. ψ. ἐ. 836, ο, 
ἀκολουϑῶν for ἀκολουϑὸν, and πιϑανῷ for ἀπιϑάνῳ. 898, B, περι- 

πεφυκέναι (an absurd repetition of πὴ for πεφυκέναι. 899, a, αὖ- 

τοῦ δὴ ἄμεινον for ae οὖν δὴ ἄμεινον, omitting χρεών. 903, 8, 
μετασχηματίζων τὰ πάντα, οἷον ἐξ πυρὸς ὕδωρ ἔμψυχον!, καὶ μὴ 
ξύμπολλα ἐξ Evdg—for ὕδωρ, ἔμψυχα καὶ μὴ, ξύμπολλα ἐξ ἕνός. ἡ 
and lastly, in 904, B, ὅσον ἀγαϑὸν ψυχῆς, διενοήϑη---ἴον ὅσον ἂν 
ἀγαϑὸν ψυχὴ διανοηϑῇ. But I will pass to other places, where 
the correction is not so self-evident. In 829, ν, for τοῦτο ἀπο- 

διδόντων, the sense requires οὗτοι δ᾽ ἀποδιδόντων, and in x, for 
τῷ λόγῳ, to λόγω. In 832, c, we find: τὸ δὲ τῆς viv πολιτείας, 
ἣν νομοϑετούμενοι λέγομεν, ἐκπέφευγεν ἀμφότερα. There will be no 

more harshness or obscurity, if we read ἣν νομοϑετοῦμεν, ἃ λέ- 
yousv ἐκπέφευγεν ἀμφότερα. In 833, a, for σύστασις which is 
quite foreign to the purpose, for even if you interpret it accord- 
ing to προσιστώμεϑα in the Philebus, it would amount to συμ- 

πλοκὴ, so that we should have, ἐν συμπλοκαῖς συμπλοκὴ, read σύν- 
τασις, contentio. 884, a, τόξοις καὶ πέλταις καὶ ἀκοντίοις. This 

would do very well if the peltasts threw their targets at the 
enemy. Till this is shewn to be the case, I should vastly prefer 

καὶ παλτοῖς. There is a strange order of words a few lines further: 

τὸ δὲ μετὰ ταῦτα ἵππων δὴ περὶ ἀγῶνος γίγνοιτο ἑξῆς ἂν vomode- 
τούμενα. The first 4H is nothing but AN in its right place, 
and av νομοϑετούμενα is a corruption from ἃ νομοϑετοῦμεν. 836, c, 
I have no doubt that the nearest approach to the true reading 

now possible, is πρὸς δὲ τοῦτο, ὁ διὰ πάντος.. ... τούτῳ ἐν 

τούτοις τίς οὐχ ὁμολογεῖ; τοῦτο is the aim, τούτῳ the advocate 
of purer manners, τούτοις are the measures he recommends. 

839, a, For λήψεται γόνιμον x. τ. &, a new light breaks in upon 
us, if me read γονίμου δ᾽ ἀπεχομένους ἀρούρας $, πάσης. Thus 
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we have the opposition between the absolutely sterile, and that 

which though fertile in itself, we do not mean to use as such. 

841, c, For περιλαβὸν read παραλαβὸν, and for τὰ viv λέγομεν᾽ 
ἐστὶν εὐχαί, read τανῦν λέγομεν" εἰ δ᾽ ἐστὶν εὐχαί x. τ. é The inter- 
polations which spoil the next sentence were probably only meant 

for the margin. You will see that I mean παλλακῶν and ἀρρέ- 
νων. Who can suppose that Plato would speak of their σπέρ- 

ware? 844, ν, I am altogether for the other reading, παιδιὰν 

Διονυσιάδα, and in place of ἔχει χάριτος αὕτη, I have no scruple 
in writing ἡ ϑεὸς ἐχαρίσατο αὕτη. The copyist wrote eyaya and 

forgot to put his dots under the first χα. Then came another, 

and made this absurd correction. παιδιὰ Διονυσιὰς is a very 

suitable expression for all the fruit obtained by grafting. 846, ν, 

For δεόμενον ἐπιτηδεύειν, read δεχόμενος ἐπιτήδευσιν. 864, A, 

ἔσεσϑαι τούτων should be ἕἔπεσϑαι τούτῳ. 898, B, The displace- 

ment of two words has caused a woeful confusion in an other- 

wise simple passage. I will merely indicate it. [μηδ᾽ ἐν ἑνὶ] φε- 
ρομένη ..... μηδ᾽ ἐν (ἑνί) τινι λόγῳ κίνησις---. But I must break 
off from this desultory work, which is fatiguing to any reader 

who shall be good enough to verify my references, and keep on 
steadily through one Book; and as the Seventh is that on which 

I have been very recently engaged, I will ask of you to accompany 

me through it. 

798, a, καὶ ἄν mot ἄρα ἀναγκασϑῇ μεταβάλλειν advdis—The 
sentence, haying up to this point turned upon σώματα as the 

subject, is now varied, and we look for an individual to whom 

to refer ἀναγκασϑῆ, συνταραχϑεὶς and ἀπολαβών. But he is not 
far off, For αὖϑις let us read αὖ τις, and there he is. In c we 

haye παίδων where it is certain that the author meant us to 

understand ἀνδρῶν. When these children who have made in- 

noyations in their games and amusements grow up to be men, 

they are different from former—children! Who can be expected 

to treat copyists with any respect, after such a taste of their 

quality? In p the same mada sedulitas has bestowed on us the 

word μεταβαλλόμενα which is out of its place, and the sense of 

which is expressed by ὅσα ..... πάσχει τὸ τοιοῦτον which is 
in its place. In 2, the faulty redundancy in οὐδαμῶς ἄλλως πως 

may be accounted for, if we suppose that οὐδ᾽ AAAQC was 
copied twice and subsequently changed by a would-be corrector. 
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799, x. In speaking of νόμοι he says, of παλαιοὶ τότε περὶ κι- 
ϑαρῳδίαν οὕτω πως, ὡς ἔοικεν, ὠνόμασαν. By reading TOTC in 
place of TOTE we make the sentence clear and get rid of a 

then which points nowhere. “The ancients were not ignorant of 

the connexion between νόμοι and dai,” says: he; καϑ᾽ ὕπνον δὲ 
οἷόν πού τις ἢ καὶ ὕπαρ [ἐγρηγορὼς] ὠνείρωξε μαντευόμενος αὐτό. 
If he only dreamed it, he would have no right to μαντεύεσϑαι; 

but I presume he dreamed it xa ὕπνον ϑεῖον. 800, 5. I see 

here as elsewhere the utmost confusion between δὲ and δὴ, but it 
would be rather dull sport to fly the falcons of criticism upon 
such exiguous game. c. For φαῖμεν, I should much prefer φαμὲν 

in a parenthesis, though Iam aware that he has already used 

it. ». A slight transposition will give the δήματα and the δυϑ- 
ot their fair share in a necessary epithet. I read ἁρμονίαις γοω- 

δεστάταις. x. I hope you will consent to the removal of χορούς. 

The gibe is all the more bitter when he substitutes these funeral 

singing men for the Tragic Chorus. I note εἰ... ἕν todro .. 

κείσϑω as a confirmation of Elmsley’s οἶσϑ᾽ ὡς μέτευξαι. 
801, a. Instead of μηδὲν ἐπανερωτῶ, which would mean, “am 

I to ask no question”? I propose μηδέ. “An ne rogare quidem 
oportet”? We may surely venture to restore δεῖ to the margin 

where it must have stood as a help to beginners, c. He says that 

τὸ τῶν ποιητῶν γένος is ov πάνυ ἱκανὸν in judging what men 
should or should not pray for: and that they might put into our 
mouths prayers for wealth, though we have already decreed that we 
shall have no gold or silver statue of Plutus in our City. What 

will be the result? They will make us contradict ourselves in our 

prayers. This is logical; but not so, that they will make us pray 

εὐχὰς οὐκ ὀρϑὰς, for they may be right, and we wrong. There- 

fore away with the insertion, which while it is not to the pur- 
pose of the argument, is a sore let and hindrance to the syntax. 

pv. He has never appointed any νομοϑέτας for the purpose men- 

tioned, but certain ἀϑλοϑέτας, of whom he treats in 764, ν &e. 
802, s. For éxavegduevoy I venture to suggest ἐπανορ(ϑώσεως 

dz)duevov. c. The direction, νομοϑέτου βούλημα, cannot begin 

with πᾶσα dé No wonder then that 4 and 2 omit the con- 
junction. The ye is also to no purpose. Ought we not to read, 

πᾶσα τακτὴ ἢ τάξιν λαβοῦσα π. M. drere:By? This would refer to 

the originally proper compositions, and those that had been made 
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so by adaptation. pv. Sense and Grammar call for the change of 
ἑκατέρας into éxatéga. x. The passage about suiting the com- 
positions to the sexes looks very hopeless at first; but the ob- 

seryation of a frequent source of mistake in these books, the con- 
fusion between the participial endings and μεϑα will at once set 
us on the right track. ἔστι δὲ ἀμφοτέροις μὲν ἀμφότερα ἀνάγκη 
κατεχόμενα ἀποδιδόναι, is nothing more than ἐπεὶ δὲ ἀμφοτέροις μὲν 
ἀμφότερα ἀνάγκῃ κατεχόμεϑα ἀποδιδόναι. When this is replaced, 
and Ast’s supplement introduced, we need only write τούτω for 
τούτῳ, and the passage is as simple as any in Plato. 

803, a. Having settled the general characters of both kinds of 

songs, he goes into the details of education. But here we are 

left suddenly in such darkness as this: τίνα τρόπον χρὴ καὶ οἷστισι 
καὶ πότε πράττειν ἕκαστα αὐτῶν. What are ἕκαστα, and of what 
αὐτῶν are they the particulars? As to οἷστισι and πράττειν they 

help out each other; for the dative gives us a palpable hint to 

change πράττειν into προσάπτειν, and the succeeding sentence 

about τρόποι and τροπιδεῖα, and indeed the whole scope of what 

follows down to the end of this page of Stephanus, shew that 

our business is to ascertain τίνα τρόπον χρὴ καὶ οἵστισι καὶ ὅποτε 
προσάπτειν ἑκάστων αὐτῶν, i.e. τῶν ἀρρένων τε καὶ ϑηλειῶν. A, 5. 
οἷον δή τις ναυπηγὸς τὴν τῆς ναυπηγίας ἀρχὴν καταβαλλόμενος τὰ 
τροπιδεῖα ὑπογράφεται τῶν πλοίων σχήματα, ταὐτὸν δή μοι κἀγὼ φαί- 
νομαι ἐμαυτῷ δρᾷν τὰ τῶν βίων πειρώμενος σχήματα διαστήσασϑαι 
κατὰ τρόπους τοὺς τῶν ψυχῶν, ὄντως αὐτῶν τὰ τροπιδεῖα καταβάλ- 
λεσϑαι, ποίᾳ μηχανῇ καὶ τίσι ποτὲ τρόποις ξυνόντες τὸν βίον ἄριστα 
διὰ τοῦ πλοῦ τούτου τῆς ζωῆς διακομισϑησόμεϑα, τοῦτο σκόπειν do- 
ϑῶς. In this passage it is a matter of controversy whether τρο- 

πιδεῖα is governed by καταβαλλόμενος or by ὑπογράφεται, and the 
rest of the construction will depend on this. But as Ast’s appo- 

sitio, that is, that τὴν τῆς ναυπηγίας ἀρχὴν is a sort of anticipat- 

ing description of τροπιδεῖα, is in itself unlikely, for then the 

words might just as well be away; and seeing that, if καταβαλ- 

λόμενος governs τροπιδεῖα, and ὑπογράφεται governs τῶν πλοίων 
σχήματα, we have this result; that a man is sketching the ship’s 

hull at the same time that he is laying down its timbers, which 

is at least a day too late, and lastly since the play on words re- 

quires that the stress of the antithesis should fall on τροπιδεῖα 
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ὑπογράφεται = βίων σχήματα κατὰ τρόπους τοὺς τῶν ψυχῶν δια- 

στήσασϑαι, I leave σχήματα to find a regimen where it can, only 

not in this text, to which it is a stranger, and I conclude that, 

just as the interpolator borrowed the word σχήματα from the 

following clause, so when he inserted ὄντως αὐτῶν ta τροπιδεῖα 

καταβάλλεσϑαι, he helped himself from what preceded. Who needs 

such an explanation of a play upon words? and is not ταὐτὸν 

x. φ. ἐ. δρᾶν enough? Then again what have we to do with any 

μηχανήϊ I think it certain that ποίᾳ μηχανῇ was added, because 

some one did not see the purport of καὶ in καὶ τίσι ποτὲ τρόποις. 
Of course wor ought to be expelled, and as for τὸν βίον it looks 

very like a wish to bring, back the τῶν βίων which we had be- 

fore-—The next sentence but ong ἐπειδὴ δὲ ἐνταῦϑά ἐσμεν, ev πὼς 
διὰ προσήκοντός τινος αὐτὸ πράττοιμεν, ἴσως av ἡμῖν σύμμετρον ἂν 
εἴη is not very clear, nor will the Greeitas of διὰ προσήκοντος ᾿ 

τινὸς commend itself to you. But 414 is the paleographical twin 
of APA, and εἴ πως ἄρα προσηκόντως αὐτὸ πράττοιμεν seems all 
that is required. τ, “We are the playthings of the Gods, and 

our best earnest, such as it is, consists in acting as such, and 

rejoicing before them. People now-a-days say that War is the 

serious part of life, and Peace the playful part; thus they make 
the serious to be for the sake of the playful.” τὸ δ᾽ ἦν ἐν πο- 
λέμῳ μὲν ἄρα οὔτ᾽ οὖν παιδιὰ πεφυκυῖα οὔτ᾽ αὖ παιδεία ποτὲ ἡμῖν 
ἀξιόλογος, οὔτε οὖσα οὔτε ἐσομένη. τὸ δή φαμὲν ἡμῖν γε εἶναι 
σπουδαιότατον, δεῖ δὴ τὸν κατ᾽ εἰρήνην βίον ἕκαστον πλεῖστόν τε καὶ 
ἄριστον διεξελϑεῖν. τίς οὖν ὀρϑύτης παίζοντα ἐστὶ διαβιωτέον, τίνας 

δὴ παιδιὰς ϑύοντα καὶ ἄδοντα καὶ ὀρχούμενον. τὸ δ᾽ ἦν ἄρα means 
more than Cornarius understood by it. I should render it: “Whereas 

we have found that in war &c.” The stop should be removed 
from ἐσομένη, and we must read, ὃ δή φαμὲν ἡμῖν γ᾽ εἶναι σπου- 
δαιότατον. “War has no sport nor education worth mentioning, 

and to have that was just what we affirm to be most serious.” 

But if you insist upon preferring ὦ . . . σπουδαιοτάτω, non re- 
pugnabo. The rest I read thus: tig OTN Ἢ ὀρϑότης; τίνας δὴ 

παιδιὰς παίζοντα ἐστὶ διαβιωτέον; ϑύοντα x. τ. ἑ. It is incredible 

that any one should have attempted to correct this passage, and 

that others should have adopted his correction, and yet all have 

consented to leave such an absurdity as παιδιὰς ϑύοντα in the 

text. 
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804, B. πρὸς τὸν ϑεὸν ἀπιδὼν καὶ παϑ'ύν--- 5 it once εἰ- 

κότα παϑώνϊ pv, Perhaps you will approve of οὐχ ὃν μὲν ἂν ὁ 
πατὴρ βούληται [φοιτῶντα] ὃν δ᾽ ἂν μὴ ἐῶντας [τὰς παιδείας]. 
p & EB. τὰ αὐτὰ δὲ δὴ καὶ περὶ ϑηλειῶν ὁ μὲν ἐμὸς νόμος ἂν εἴ- 
ποι πάντα, ὅσα περ καὶ περὶ τῶν ἀρρένων, ἴσα καὶ τὰς ϑηλείας 
ἀσκεῖν δεῖν. καὶ οὐδὲν φοβηϑεὶς εἴποιμ᾽ ἂν τοῦτον τὸν λόγον οὔτε 
ἱππικῆς οὔτε γυμναστικῆς, ὡς ἀνδράσι μὲν πρέπον ἂν εἴη, γυναιξὶ 
δὲ οὐκ ἂν πρέπον. Never was a passage more miserably inter- 
polated than this. First his law speaks, and then he speaks; his 

law would say the same about women as about men, that women 

ought to be trained and drilled as much. Any one who knows 

what ἴσα καὶ is, will welcome the conjecture, which joins ἴσα καὶ 
with οὐδὲν φοβηϑεὶς 1), and so gets rid of this repetition about 

women; and as the law is still the subject, the spurious εἴποιμ 

ἂν absconds from before it. 
805, B. ἐκ τῶν αὐτῶν τελῶν καὶ πόνων. This is untrue; for the 

women add their labour to that of the men, Read πόρων. c. ἐν 

τούτοις. Perhaps ἐν τούτῳ γ᾽; in the meanwhile, till he has found 
some better reasons. 

806, a. As ἀργοὺς μὲν ταλασίας is opposed to ϑεραπείας δὲ, and 

not to ἀσκητικόν τινα βίον, for dé τινα we should read δή τινα. 

Then follows a passage which must be given in its whole state. 

τῶν δὲ εἰς τὸν πόλεμον μὴ κοινωνούσας, ὥστ᾽ οὐδ᾽ εἴ τίς mote δια- 
μάχεσϑαι περὶ πόλεώς τε καὶ παίδων ἀναγκαία τύχη γίγνοιτο, οὔτ᾽ ἂν 
τόξων, ὥς τινες ᾿Δμαζόνες, οὔτ᾽ ἄλλης κοινωνῆσαί ποτε βολῆς μετὰ 
τέχνης δυνάμεναι, οὐδὲ ἀσπίδα καὶ δόρυ λαβοῦσαι μιμήσασϑαι τὴν 
ϑεόν, ὡς πορϑουμένης αὐταῖς τῆς πατρίδος γενναίως ἀντιστάσας φό- 

βον γε, εἰ μηδὲν μεῖζον, πολεμίοισι δύνασϑαι παρασχεῖν ἐν τάξει τινὶ 
χκατοφϑείσας; Σαυρομάτιδας δὲ οὐδ᾽ ἂν τὸ παράπαν τολμήσειαν μι- 
μήσασϑαι τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον διαβιοῦσαι, παρὰ γυναῖκας δὲ αὐτὰς 
ἄνδρες ἂν αἱ ἐκείνων γυναῖκες φανεῖεν. I need not point out the 
impossibilities of this passage, nor refute their champions. One 

specimen of their logic will suffice. We have κοινωνούσας, δυ- 

νάμεναι, λαβοῦσαι, ἀντιστάσας, κατοφϑείσας. “It is nothing: 
the nominative may precede the infinitive’. Yes! and so may 

the accusative; but can both do so indifferently—and in one and 

the same sentence? This, and the barbarism of ὥστε οὐδὲ suffice 
to shew the condition of the text; but where is the remedy to 

1) Omitting τὰς ϑηλείας ὠσκεῖν δεῖν. 
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come from? From the nature of the argument. Which is the 

worse case? that described by πορϑουμένης τῆς πατρίδος, or that 

which is here called διαμάχεσϑαι περὶ τῶν φιλτάτωνὶ The latter. 

Which demands most courage, to appear ἐν tage, or to use the 

weapons of close fighting? The latter. Then why does he weaken 

his sentence by putting the worse case, and the greatest instance 

of courage, first? Moreover what a clumsy arrangement is this, 

that he should interrupt his examples of warlike females, the 

Amazons, Minerva, the Sarmatian women, by a long sentence 

which might have as well appeared elsewhere?—It did appear 
elsewhere, till some blunderer left it out, and the same or some 

equal blunderer brought it back, not postliminio, but through a 

breach in the text. By re-transposing what has been displaced 
we surmount nearly all these difficulties, grammatical and rhetori- 
cal; for the rest we must trust to probable conjecture. τῶν δ᾽ 

εἰς πόλεμον μὴ κοινωνούσας, ὥστε (πορϑουμένης αὐταῖς τῆς πατρί- 

δος, γενναίως ἀντιστάσας φόβον γε εἰ μηδὲν μεῖζον πολεμίοις δύνα- 
σϑαι παρασχεῖν ἐν τάξει τινὶ κατοφϑείσας) ;—all this depends upon 
φῶμεν δεῖν ζῆν; Then follows the direct. οὔδ᾽ εἴ τίς ποτε διαμάχεσθαι 

περὶ πόλεώς (πόσεως ὃ) τε καὶ παίδων ἀναγκαία τύχη γίγνοιτο, οὔτε 
τύξων, ὥς τινες ᾿άμάζονες, οὔτ᾽ ἄλλης κοινωνῆσαί ποτε βολῆς μετὰ 
τέχνης δυνάμεναι (φανεῖεν ἂν) οὔδ᾽ ἀσπίδα καὶ δορὺ λαβοῦσαι μι- 
μήσασϑαι τὴν ϑεόν, Σαυροματίδας δὲ οὐδ᾽ ἂν τὸ παράπαν τολμήσειαν 
μιμήσασϑαι x. τ᾿ ὃ. ο. No one need despair of making a brilliant 
correction: Stallbaum’s οὐχὶ ἥμισυν founded on the reading of the 
best MSS, οὐ 41’ ἥμισυν is deserving of much praise. 4. For 
ἀποτελοῦσιν it is absolutely necessary that we read ἀποτελοῖεν. 
The explanation offered by Ast of αὐταῖς in παίδων te ἅμα ϑϑη- 
λειῶν καὶ τῶν μητέρων αὐταῖς, that it is put for αὐτῶν, is only 
too like many of his notes on the Laws; αὐταῖς, as I need not 

tell you, is dpsts seorsim. But this leads me to offer a conjecture 

on the words immediately preceding. ξυσσίτια δὲ κατεσκευαμένα 

εἴη χωρὶς μὲν τὰ τῶν ἀνδρῶν, ἐγγὺς δ᾽ ἐχόμενα ta τῶν υἱέων, av- 
τοῖς, instead of τὰ τῶν αὐτοῖς οἰκείων which is a most vague 

designation. For what can οἰκεῖον mean? Not a man’s house- 

hold, for his wife and daughters are provided with a mess-table 

apart; certainly not his domestics, who are not members of a 

συσσίτιον ; and certainly not his friends who, being citizens, would 

sit with him. Of course τῶν αὐτοῖς οἰκείων is not so bad as τῶν 
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αὐταῖς μητέρων, but what writer would ever dream of putting 

more than τῶν οἰκείων in such a case? Why the youths are 

apart from their fathers, but the girls are with their mothers, 

is obvious to that great umpire in all truisms, the meanest 

capacity. 
807, a. Having provided the members of his city with their 

public meals and festive occupations, he asks whether each member 

has no needful and suitable work left him to do, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τρόπῳ 
βοσκήματος ἕκαστον πιαινόμενον αὐτῶν δεῖ ζῆν; I shall offer you 
no excuse for altering this into, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τ. β. ἐ. ἀ. π. διαζῆν. Im- 
mediately after, we have οὔκουν τό γε δίκαιον φαμὲν οὐδὲ καλόν, 
οὐδ᾽ οἷόν τε x. τ. & where again the explainers τολμῶσιν ἀδύνατα. 
I read, οὐκοῦν, (τό γε δίκαιον DANA) οὔτε καλόν, οὔϑ᾽ οἷόν 
τε--- 8. τετρυχωμένων. Pray do not alarm yourself: I am not 

going to discuss the merits of the word; I simply copy it from 

the Zurich Edition and set it up as a mark to unwary readers; 

who, while sliding over the smooth surface, will, unless warned, 

find themselves suddenly in a very comfortless chasm. Oxe whole 

paragraph is missing, either because a page in the source of our 

MSS was lost, or because the page was too τετρυμένον to be de- 

ciphered. How is this to be proved? By unfulfilled promises. 

He asks tig δὴ τρόπος τοῦ βίου and the rest, and after a de- 

scription of their messes, he again asks aga οὐδὲν λειπόμενόν ἔστι 
κ᾿ τ᾿ — This question he does not answer, nor has he told us 

how he proposes to escape from his own prophecy, that these 

well-conditioned citizens of his will necessarily became the prey 
of some wiry hungry daredeyils. And yet that he Aas pointed 

out some escape is evident from the sequel, which whether cor- 

rected or left as it is, can yield but this sense. ‘“We cannot hope 
that all this will be done with great minuteness, as long as citizens 

have separate houses.” 4// whal? “But if the other second-best 

measures were tried”,—Whal other? “But men living so have 
yet another duty and that not a small one”—Living how? Hardily ; 

as is plain from the context, and from the sequel; but these pre- 

cepts of hardihood, voluntary penances or whatever they were, 

and their effects on the character, are all gone, and as a proof 

of the diligence with which Plato is read, not an asterisk marks 

where they were. There is some broken ground, as you would 

expect, on the brink of this chasm; but if I am not mistaken, 
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I have pointed it out before'). εἰ ξητοῖμεν ay stands its ground 

in all editions just now before me. The right reading seems to 

be; ταῦτ᾽ οὖν δὴ δι’ ἀκριβείας μὲν ἱκανῆς, ὡς καὶ νυνὶ ξητούμεν᾽ 
av, ἴσως οὐκ av ποτε γένοιτο. ο. If the Zurich Editors had thought 

for a moment, they would have adopted Ast’s emendation εἰς ἀρε- 
τήν. Of course the scribes wrote ἀρετῆς, because it was next 

door to ἐπιμέλειαν, and they looked no further. 

808, c. Are you very tired of proofs of the /acuna? Just one 

more, and I have done. νὺξ μὲν δὴ διαγομένη τοιαύτη τις πρὸς 

πᾶσι τοῖς εἰρημένοις ἀνδρείαν ἄν τινα προσπαρέχοιτο x. τ. ἕ. 
p. For the miserable πῶ βιωτέον, I have exhausted every verb 

beginning with πὶ that I could think of, and found no plausible 

substitute, except perhaps προλειπτέον, which the scribes would 

very readily change to προλιπτέον. But a certain form of the β, 

now out of use, is very like the semiuncial 4 and one form of π' 

is an ὦ with a lid to it. But this is dwelling in the “Meadow 

of Conjecture”. v. ὁ δὲ παῖς πάντων ϑηρίων ἐστὶ δυσμεταχειριστό- 
τατον" ὅσῳ γὰρ μάλιστα ἔχει πηγὴν τοῦ φρονεῖν μήπω κατηρτυμένην, 
ἐπίβουλον καὶ δριμὺ καὶ ὑβριστότατον ϑηρίων γίγνεται. To speak 
frankly, this is downright nonsense. “A boy is of all animals the 
hardest to manage: because having a germ of reason, he becomes 

the most rebellions of all creatures.” This any one can see to 
be far from neat: but how much worse it becomes if we write;— 

“having his germ of reason not yet daunted and tamed”? Nor 
is the grammar a whit better: ὅσῳ μάλιστα with two positives 

and one superlative; the latter probably contrived “to meet the 

demand”. Again why use μήπω for οὔπω in a direct declaration 

such as this? There can surely be no doubt that Plato wrote: 

ὃ δὲ παῖς πάντων ϑηρίων ἐστὶ δυσμεταχειριστότατον, ὅσῳ γε μάλιστα 
ἔχει τινὰ πηγὴν τοῦ φρονεῖν. μήπω κατηρτυμένον δὲ, ἐπίβουλον 
καὶ δριμὺ καὶ ὑβριστὸν ϑηρίον γίγνεται. x. One is rather taken 
aback by the statement that the lad is to be sent τοῖς διδάσκουσι 

καὶ ὁτιοῦν. (Ti γαρ; ἦ καὶ τοῖς κλέπτειν καὶ ἐπιορκεῖν διδάσκουσι;) 
And why is καὶ μαϑήμασιν added? Grant that they are bonds ; 

they are surely not so in the sense in which of διδάσκοντες are 

so. Consider, pray, whether we have not here a corruption of 

χαὶ ὁτιοῦν KAA (καλὸν) MAOHMA. 

1) Book 10. 905, v. ef δ᾽ ἐπιδεὴς ἔτι λόγου τινὸς ἂν εἴης. Read λ. τ. 
ἄλλου εἶ. 
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809, B. τὰ μὲν οὖν δὴ χορείας πέρι μελῶν τε καὶ ὀρχήσεως ἐρ- 
ρήϑη. Not even a Dithyrambic poet, unless very drunk, would 

sing of the χορεία μελῶν ts καὶ ὀρχήσεως. Plato had discussed the 
question concerning their employment: χρείας πέρι. ο. καί τοι 
τὰ μὲν περὶ τὸν πόλεμον, ἃ δεῖ μανϑάνειν τε αὐτοὺς καὶ μελετᾶν, 
ἔχεις τῷ λόγῳ, τὰ δὲ περὶ τὰ γράμματα πρῶτον «αὶ δεύτερον λύρας 
πέρι καὶ λογισμῶν, ὧν ἔφαμεν δεῖν, ὅσα τε πρὸς πόλεμον καὶ οἶκο- 
νομίαν καὶ τὴν κατὰ πόλιν διοίκησιν χρῆναι ἑκάστους λαβεῖν, καὶ 
πρὸς τὰ αὐτὼ ταῦτα ἔτι τὰ χρήσιμα τῶν ἐν ταῖς περιόδοις τῶν ϑείων, 
ἄστρων τε πέρι καὶ ἡλίου καὶ σελήνης, ὅσα διοικεῖν ἀναγκαῖόν ἐστι 
περὶ ταῦτα πάσῃ πόλει... ... ταῦτα οὔπω σοι πάντα ἱκανῶς, ὦ 
φίλε, παρὰ τοῦ νομοϑέτου διείρηται. In this sentence, ὅσα τε points 
to things unknown and beyond discovery, χρῆναι is out of struc- 

ture, διοικεῖν occupies a place where μανϑάνειν alone is apposite, 

and this mention of arrangement seems to have dropped from the 

clouds. The chief author in all this mischief is the man who 

introduced ὅσα τε: λογισμῶν ὧν ἔφαμεν δεῖν πρὸς πόλεμον 
καὶ οἰκονομίαν καὶ τὴν κατὰ πόλιν διοίκησιν is in perfect order. 
Then follows, somewhat loosely, but in a highly Platonic manner 

—yorven δ᾽ ἑκάστους λαβεῖν καὶ πρὸς ταὐτὰ ταῦτα ἔτι τὰ χρήσιμα 
τῶν ἐν ταῖς περιόδοις τῶν ϑείων, ἄστρων τε [πέρι] καὶ ἡλίου καὶ 

σελήνης, ὅσα [διοικεῖν] (oh! these interpreters!) ἀναγκαῖόν ἐστι 
[περὶ ταῦτα] πάσῃ τῇ πόλει. (Subaudi λαβεῖν.)---ἹἸ take this op- 
portunity of observing that in Thue. II, 102, where we now read, 

Aéyerar δὲ καὶ "Alnpaiwve τῷ ᾿“μφιάρεω, ὅτε δὴ ἀλᾶσϑαι αὐτὸν 
μετὰ τὸν φόνον, τὸν ᾿Δπόλλω ταύτην τὴν γῆν χρῆσαι οἰκεῖν, the 
right reading is ὅτ᾽ ἔδει ἀλᾶσϑαι.---ϑόοη after the sense is ob- 
scured through faulty punctuation; it ought to be pointed: ἐπι- 

καλοῦντες ti τῇ λέξει; τόδε" ὡς οὔπω διείρηκε x. τ. & In the next 

sentence we have προσοιστέον twice; in the first place it occurs 

in connexion with ἰτέον: πότερον ἰτέον, ἢ τὸ παράπαν οὐδὲ προσ- 
οἰστέον. And these two verbals have the common complement of 

εἰς ἀκρίβειαν; the second προσοιστέον is followed by εἰς γράμματα. 
It cannot be denied that such a verbal may be used in a passive 

sense; but who ever heard of such an expression as προσφέρε- 

σϑαι εἰς γράμματαῇρ My own persuasion is that the Margin of 

the Vossian MS offers a right conjecture in προσιτέον. The pas- 

sage in the beginning of the Republic, τότε μὲν ev ζῶντες, νῦν δὲ 

οὐδὲ Sevres is in favour of repeating the same verb, and the pre- 
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position is added because the verb would look too bald when se- 
parated from εἰς. In the very next sentence (810, A) we have 
a marginal note which changes the construction for the worse. 
The commands of the law are in the infinitive. προσιτέον μὲν 
τοίνυν φαμὲν εἰς μὲν γράμματα παιδὶ δεκετεῖ σχεδὸν ἐνιαυτοὺς τρεῖς, 
λύρας δὲ ἅψασϑαΐ τρία μὲν ἔτη καὶ δέκα γεγονόσιν ἄρχεσϑαι, [μέ- 
τριος ὁ χρόνος] ἐμμεῖναι δ᾽ ἕτερα tele. I point out παράνομον 
which ought to be παρὰ νόμον, and, in 3, τισὶν οἷς, which should 
be οἷστισι, and proceed to lay before you as corrupt a passage 
as any in the Book. πρὸς δὲ δὴ μαϑήματα ἄλυρα ποιητῶν κείμενα 
ἐν γράμμασι, τοῖς μὲν μετὰ μέτρων, τοῖς δ᾽ ἄνευ δυϑμῶν τμημάτων, 
ἃ δὴ συγγράμματα κατὰ λόγον εἰρημένα μόνον, τητώμενα δυϑμοῦ τε 
καὶ ἁρμονίας, σφαλερὰ γράμμαϑ᾽ ἡμῖν ἐστὶ παρά τινων τῶν πολλῶν 
τοιούτων ἀνθρώπων καταλελειμμένα" οἷς, ὦ πάντων βέλτιστοι νομο- 
φύλακες, τί χρήσεσϑε; To what interpreter shall we betake our- 
selves for help in this labyrinth, saying ἐν σοὶ κείμεϑα τλάμονες 
But behold our very invocation has helped us so far, that we 
may confidently read, ποιητῶν κείμεϑα ἐν γράμμασι! But what 
are we to do with gvdudv tunuctav? I should certainly reject 

the former and retain the scornful expression τμημάτων, more 

especially as gv@uod occurs very soon after. Then I propose to 

separate the text from the gloss upon it, thus: ἃ δὴ [συγγράμ- 
ματα] κατὰ λόγον εἰρημένα μόνον, τητώμενα δυϑμοῦ καὶ ἁρμονίας, 
[σφαλερὰ γράμματα] ἡμῖν ἔστι παρά τινων [τῶν πολλῶν] τοιούτων 
ἀνθρώπων καταλελειμμένα, He cannot call them σφαλερὰ γράμματα 
as yet, for though τοιούτων (i.e, τητωμένων ῥυϑμοῦ καὶ ἁρμονίας) 
is a sneer, he does not prejudge the question whether they shall 

use those books. ν. The commentators may settle it among them, 

whether the faulty construction of this sentence is a piece of 

graceful negligence, or of corruption: but τῆς αὐτῆς is very 

awkward, even if we understand it to mean that the same way 

pleases some and displeases others, and κελεύεις γὰρ is certainly 

faulty, for this has no connexion of cause and effect with ἀληϑὲς 

λέγεις. The simplest correction would be, κελεύοις δέ με, aig 2. φ., 
ταύτης τῆς ὁδοῦ x. τ. & 

811, 5, The parts of the dialogue are so distributed, that 

Clinias becomes the protagonist. The persons ought to stand thus: 

AO. ... εἰ δ᾽ οὕτω τοῦτ᾽ ἔχει, κίνδυνόν φημι εἶναι φέρουσαν τοῖς 
παισὶ τὴν πολυμαϑίαν. Πῶς οὖν καὶ τί παραινοίης ἂν τῷ νομοφύλακι;. 
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KA, Tod πέρι λέγεις; 

AO, Τοῦ πρὸς ti παράδειγμά ποτε ἀποβλέψας av τὸ piv ἐῷ 
πάντας μανϑάνειν τοὺς νέους, τὸ δ᾽ ἀποκωλύοι. 

ΚΑ. Aéye καὶ μηδὲν ἀπόκνει λέγων. 
812, 5.6. AO. Ἔφαμεν, οἶμαι, τοὺς τοῦ Διονύσου τοὺς ξξηκοντούτας 

ὠδοὺς διαφερόντως εὐαισϑήτους δεῖν γεγονέναι περί τε τοὺς δυϑμοὺς 

καὶ τὰς τῶν ἁρμονιῶν συστάσεις, ἵνα τὴν τῶν μελῶν μίμησιν τὴν εὖ 
καὶ τὴν κακῶς μεμιμημένην, ἐν τοῖς παϑήμασιν ὅταν ψυχὴ γίγνηται, 
τά τε τῆς ἀγαϑῆς ὁμοιώματα καὶ τὰ τῆς ἐναντίας ἐκλέξασϑαι δυνατὸς 

oy τις τὰ μὲν ἀποβάλλῃ, τὰ δὲ προφέρων εἰς μέσον ὑμνῇ καὶ ἐπάδῃ 
ταῖς τῶν νέων ψυχαῖς, προκαλούμενος ἑκάστους εἰς ἀρετῆς ἔπεσϑαι 
κτῆσιν συνακολουϑοῦντας διὰ τῶν μιμήσεων. Can any one believe 

that ἐν τοῖς παϑήμασιν ὅταν ψυχὴ γίγνηται is correct, or that ui- 
μησις μιμεῖται τὰ ὁμοιώματα means anything conceivable? When 
a comic actor imitates popular tragedians in a burlesque, he may 

be said to imitate their imitations; but the province of music is 

μιμεῖσϑαι τὰ παϑήματα; and this is, I think, enough to justify us 
in expelling ὁμοιώματα, which was invented to fill up a fancied 

gap in the sense, and in reading: ἵνα τὴν τ. μ. μίμησιν, τὴν εὖ 

καὶ τὴν κακῶς μεμιμημένην ἐν τοῖς παϑήμασι, Go ἂν ἐν ψυχῇ γίγνη- 

ται, τά τε τῆς ἀγαϑῆς καὶ [τὰ] τῆς ἐναντίας, ἐκλέξασϑαι δυνατὸς dv 

x. τ. & By this very slight change we have the true object of 

imitation, παϑήματα; and the construction δυνατὸς ἐκλέξασϑαι μί- 
μήσιν μεμιμημένην τὰ καὶ ta ἐν τοῖς παϑήμασι is complete and 
satisfactory. pv & x, The grammar requires παρεχομένου and προσ- 

ἀρμόττοντος. Πυκνότης and μανότης appear to be well explained 
by Mr. Chappell, History of Music, p, 144. 

813, a. “Alyn Péorata τοίνυν. καὶ tad? ἡμῖν x. τ. & should 
be read continuously. x, διεξόδων τακτικῶν. Significantur, says 

Ast, exercitus in acie conslituti expeditiones. If it signifies this, it 

signifies nothing, for this has no meaning. ié§odor are evolutions, 

and τακτικῶν is a bad gloss. Στρατοπέδων is of no better origin; 

but the worst corruptions are those in the following passage. 

πάντων γὰρ τούτων διδασκάλους te εἶναι δεῖ κοινούς, ἀρνυμένους 
μισϑὸν παρὰ τῆς πόλεως, καὶ τούτων μαϑητὰς τοὺς ἐν τῇ πόλει παῖ- 
δάς te καὶ ἄνδρας " καὶ [κόρας καὶ γυναῖκας πάντων τούτων ἐπιστή- 

μονας,] κόρας μὲν οὔσας ἔτι πᾶσαν τὴν ἐν ὕπλοις ὄρχησιν [καὶ μά- 
χὴν] μεμελετηκυίας, γυναῖκας δὲ διεξόδων καὶ τάξεων καὶ ϑέσεως καὶ 
ἀναιρέσεως ὅπλων ἡμμένας, εἰ μηδενὸς ἕνεκα, ἀλλ᾽ εἴ ποτε δεήσειε 

Platonis Philebus. b 
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πανδημεὶ [πάσῃ τῇ δυνάμει] καταλιπόντας τὴν πόλιν ἔξω στρατεύε- 
ἢ σϑαι τοὺς φυλάξαντας παῖδάς te καὶ τὴν ἄλλην πόλιν, ἵχανὰς εἶναι 

τό γε τοσοῦτον---Ἰ offer you the passage unaltered, but for the 

brackets, except that I change καταλείποντας into καταλιπόντας ; 

that I follow 4 and 2 in φυλάξαντας, (those who had kept guard, 

youths and others, are gone out, and the women must supply their 

place); and that I read ἵκανάς, for which there is no authority 

except the sense. These then are to be sufficient αὐ least for 

this, purpose: and again, dv οὐδὲν ἀπώμοτον, it being an inevitable 

chance, that an enemy should some day break into the town, and 

force them to fight pro aris et focis, πολλή που κακία x. τ. &. 
814, vp. Read, if you approve, Νῦν δὴ τῆς μὲν παλαίστρας περὶ 

δυνάμεως---. Soon after follows a long passage, which I am 

tempted to place before you, not in its present state, but as it 

must have been before it met with any misfortunes either from Ὁ 
wounds or surgery. He is speaking of κίνησις of the body and 

observes: δύο μὲν αὐτὰς χρὴ νομίζειν εἶναι, τὴν μὲν τῶν καλλιόνων 
σωμάτων τὸ σεμνὸν μιμουμένην, τὴν δὲ τῶν αἰσχιόνων τὸ φαῦλον" 
nab πάλιν τοῦ φαύλου τε δύο, καὶ τοῦ σπουδαίου δύο ἕτέρας, τὴν 
μὲν κατὰ τὸν πόλεμον καὶ ἐν βιαίοις ἐμπλεκέντων πόνοις σωμάτων 

“ μὲν καλῶν, ψυχῆς δὲ ἀνδρικῆς, τὴν δ᾽ ἐν εὐπραγίαις τε οὔσης σώ- 
φρονος, ἐν ἡδοναῖς te ἐμμέτρου, εἰρηνικὴν δ᾽ ἄν τις λέγων κατὰ 
φύσιν τὴν τοιαύτην ὄρχησιν λέγοι. τὴν δὲ τούτων ἄλλην οὖσαν τῆς 
εἰρηνικῆς πυρρίχην ἄν τις ὀρθῶς προσαγορεύοι, ταῖς τε εὐλαβείαις 
πασῶν πληγῶν, καὶ βολῶν ἐκνεύσεσι, καὶ ὑπείξει πάσῃ καὶ ἐκπηδήσει 

καὶ ἐγκύψει, καὶ ταῖς ταύταις ἐναντίαις ταῖς ἐπὶ τὰ δραστικὰ φερο- 

μέναις αὖ σχήματα, τόξων βολαῖς καὶ ἀκοντίων, καὶ πασῶν πληγῶν 
μιμήματι, ἐπιχειροῦσαν μιμεῖσϑαι τό τ᾽ ὀρϑὸν ἐν τούτοις καὶ τὸ εὔτο- 
νον. τῶν οὖν ἀγαϑῶν σωμάτων καὶ ψυχῶν ὁπόταν γίγνηται μίμημα, 
εὐθυφερὲς οἷς τὸ πολὺ τῶν τοῦ σώματος μελῶν γιγνόμενον, ὀρϑὸν 
μὲν τὸ τοιοῦτον, τὸ δὲ τούτοις τοὐναντίον ἀποδιδὸν οὐκ ὀρϑὸν ἀπο- 
δεχόμεϑα. Though I do not suppose that you ever joined in the 

charge against me, that I did not sufficiently explain the reason 

of my corrections, others who read this will perhaps be nursing 

the accusation, and if I should now leave the above passage 

without other comment but a recommendation to compare it with 

the received text, many will say, There, there! and a few will 

even go further and say, So would we have it. And yet what a 

misery it is that a man cannot change te into ye, or ΠΑ͂ΘΟΣ 
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into ΠΛΗ͂ΘΟΣ, without turning showman, and pointing out what 

every body can see for himself. To explain an emendation is as 

ungraceful a performance as to comment on a joke, and as (his 

is seldom done except when the joke is ψυχρότερον τῶν Πλάτω- 
νὸς νύμων, as that ribald Lucian has it, so ‘hat had better be 

reserved for sorry specimens of criticism, But, assuming that any 
chance reader will take the same trouble as yourself, to compare 
the received text with that here given, I will observe that αὐτῆς 

τὰ εἴδη is an explanation of αὐτάς, that ἐπὶ τὸ σεμνὸν is a Pla- 

tonic elegance adapted to a wrong place, that ἐμπλεκέντων is an 

Attic form preserved in our oldest copies, as likewise in the best 

MS of Thucydides, that ἡδοναὶ are μέτριαι, but men are ἔμμετροι, 
that ταπεινώσει is probably the gloss of ἐγκύψει, or else the sub- 
stitute for it when it had disappeared into ENrWEI, that the 

pyrrhic dance avd that alone can undertake to imitate skill and 

vigour, and can only do so by a twofold representation, namely 

of defence and of attack, that, if 1 am wrong in inserting οὖν, 

I haye no objection to any better mode of conjunction, that, if 

ἀποδιδὸν is rash, you can leave a mark of hiatus, or else read 
ἐναντίον, (in which I should not follow you) and that ἀποδεχό- 
μεϑα was first discovered by Ast, and is the fourth instance in 

this Book of similar confusion of terminations. 

In turning over some loose papers, I find the following ob- 

servations bearing on the next few pages of our author. They are 

written in Commentator’s Latin or an imitation thereof, but with 

the help of the text, it is to be hoped that they will be intel- 
ligible. I present them as they are. 

815, c. ὅση μὲν βακχεία τ᾽ ἐστί, καὶ τῶν ταύταις ἑπομένων, ἃς 
Νύμφας τε καὶ Πᾶνας καὶ Σειληνοὺς καὶ Σατύρους ἐπονομάζοντες, 
ὥς φασι, μιμοῦνται κατωνωμένους, περικαϑαρμούς τε καὶ τελετάς τι- 

vag ἀποτελούντων, ξύμπαν τοῦτο τῆς ὀρχήσεως τὸ γένος x. τ. ξ. Diu 
mihi suspectum fuit verbum ἐπονομάζοντες. Saltationes quasdam 
Nympharum et Faunorum aliorumque numinum nominibus appellant. 

Fac Platonem illud yoluisse. Sed quid porro imitantur? Eadem 
hee numina ebria, Que est hee negligentia, ut eadem vocabula 

utpote ab ἐπονομάζοντες pendentia saltationum nomina significent, 

ad μιμοῦνται autem relata de numinibus ipsis capiantur? Adde 

quod ἐπονομάξοντες, ὥς φασι, ita conjuncta sunt, ut hoc ad illud 

necessario referatur. Quasi his saltatoribus proprium esset, ut his 
b* 
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nominibus uterentur; vel potius non uterentur, sed uti se dictita- 

rent. Quod vero ad Nymphas attinet, quis unquam illas ebrias 

finxit, nedum saltatione imitatus sit? Quid vero sibi volunt τῶν 

ταύταις ἑπομένων! Si sic interpretaberis: “gui Bacchas sequun- 
tur”, praesto erit Astius, qui te commonefaciat, ὃς referendum 

esse ad ταύταις. Quod quoniam rectissime et ex lingue norma 

dictum est, sequitur ut ἃς etiam de Bacchabus ipsis intelligi opor- 

teat, non de saltatoribus. Atqui si hoe concesseris, quid de reli- 

qua sententia fiet? Quid multa? Corruptam orationem agnoscas 
necesse est; vel si forte etiamnum dubitas, vide num vera lectio 

te ab ista religione liberet. ὅση μὲν βακχεία τ᾽ ἐστί, καὶ τῶν ταύ- 
ταις ἑπομένων, ἃς Νύμφας ἐπονομάζοντες, Πᾶνας καὶ Σειληνοὺς καὶ 

Σατύρους ὥς φασι μιμοῦνται κατῳνωμένους. Mulieres Nympharum 

partes agunt: viri Faunos temulentos Nympharum fugientium ama-, 

{ores imitantur. In verbis τοῦτο [τῆς ὀρχήσεως] τὸ γένος, quae 
et infra repetuntur, non difficile est Platonem ab interpolatore di- 

gnoscere. 
Ibid. νυν. τὸ δὲ τῆς ἀπολέμου Μούσης, ἐν ὀρχήσεσι δὲ τούς τε ϑεοὺς 

καὶ τοὺς τῶν ϑεῶν παῖδας τιμῶν----β8ὶ scriptum esset ἀπολέμου μὲν ἐν 
ὀρχήσεσι δὲ τιμώσης, vel ἀπολέμου μὲν ἐν ὀρχήσεσι δὲ σπουδαίαις 
τιμῶν, quidquid de reliqua oratione statueremus, δὲ saltem suo 
loco positum videretur. Nune autem plane sapervacaneum est. 
Vide, num aliquando a margine in orationem invectum fuerit. 

Nam in Cod. & scriptum est τὸ δὴ τῆς &. M.: unde suspiceris, 
dubitasse librarios utrum δὲ an δὴ scribendum esset. Equidem 
neutrum probo. Ad propositum redeuntes μὲν οὖν usurpant. Sed 

de τιμῶν longe gravior est controversia; que lectio nullus du- 

bito quin alteri, τιμώντων, preferenda sit. Sed unde factum 
est ut illam nullus bone note Codex praeter © prebuerit? Sci- 

licet qui illum librum exaravit, ipse finxit. Minime; nam si ita 
esset, verba illa quae Bekkerus ex illo codice enotavit, “τὸ τιμῶν 
οὐδετέρως", in margine, non in orationis serie, scripta fuissent. 
Ttaque hoc statuendum; vel lectionem τιμῶν etiam in 4 vel 2 
exstare, sed a Bekkero pretervisam fuisse, vel # non totum ab 

illis pendere, sed habere propriam auctoritatem, utpote ab anti- 

quiore libro, qui nonnunquam meliores lectiones preberet, de- 

scriptum. Mox pro τὸ μὲν ἐκ πόνων τινῶν αὐτοῦ καὶ κινδύνων 
διαπεφευγότων, lege: τὸ μὲν αὐτοῦ, τῶν ἐκ πόνων τινῶν x. τ. ἕ. 

816, c. ἐν τάξει. Hee non intelligo, Aliud est χαϑιεροῦν, 
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aliud τάττειν, neque illud fieri potest nisi hoc precesserit. Que 

vero ad τάξιν pertinent omnia supra memorata sunt; ut jam nihil 

supersit quam καϑιεροῦν πάντα, av τάξῃ. 

Ibid. ν. Lege: Te μὲν ody .. ψυχῶν, οἷα εἰς τὰς χορείας, εἴρηται. 
Cetera quam primum abjicienda. Mox dele κωμῳδήματα, οὐ κατὰ 
ante ὄρχησιν, et lege: καὶ τὰ τοιούτων πάντων κωμῳδήματα. 

818, a. ὡς ἀκριβείας ἐχόμενα. “Cum perfectione conjuncta, Ἡ. 6. 
perfecte s. exacte, ἀκριβῶς 8. δ ἀκριβείας", Sic Astius, falsa veris 

permiscens. Lege: ταῦτα δὲ ξύμπαντα ody ὡς ἀκριβείας ἐχομένους 
δεῖ διαπονεῖν τοὺς πολλοὺς ἀλλά τινας ὀλίγους --Μοχ sequuntur 

hee: οὕτω γὰρ πρέπον ἂν εἴη. τῷ πλήϑει δὲ ὅσα αὐτῶν ἀναγκαῖα 
καί πως ὀρϑότατα λέγεται μὴ ἐπίστασϑαι μὲν τοῖς πολλοῖς αἰσχρόν, 
δι’ ἀκριβείας δὲ ξητεῖν πάντα οὔτε δάδιον οὔτε τὸ παράπαν δυνατόν. 

Que sit horum verborum grammatica ratio, οὔτε δάδιον οὔτε τὸ 
παράπαν δυνατὸν ἐξηγεῖσϑαι. Locus sic mihi constituendus videtur: 

τῷ πλήϑει δὲ ὅσα αὐτῶν ἀναγκαῖα πῶς ὀρϑότατα λέγεται; ἃ μὴ 
ἐπίστασϑαϊ μὲν τοῖς πολλοῖς αἰσχρόν, x. τ. ξ. 

Ibid. ο. οἷος δυνατός. “ΑἸ ογαέτατα fortasse delendum est”. Ast. 

Imo δυνατὸς quantocius expellendum. De Dis loquens consulto 
maluit οἷος h. 6. idoneus dicere, quam de potentia eorum videri 

dubitare. 

819, a. οὐδαμοῦ γὰρ δεινὸν οὐδὲ σφοδρὸν ἀπειρία τῶν πάντων 
οὐδὲ μέγιστον κακόν. Hic οὐ δεινὸν οὐδὲ σφοδρὸν οὐδὲ μέγιστον haud 
minus absurde collocantur quam μέγιστος καὶ σφοδρὸς ἔρως, que 
Cobetus, spreta certissima nostra correctione, in Convivio legenda 

proposuit. Et quemadmodum illic, ubi de universo amore sermo 
est, τὸ σφοδρόν, quod in partem tantum cadit, prorsus alienum 
est, si¢ in nostro loco omnium rerum ignorantiam σφοδρὸν κακὸν 

vocare nec Grecitas nec rei natura patitur. Lege: οὐδαμοῦ γὰρ 
δεινὸν οὐδ᾽ ἡ σφοδρὰ ἀπειρία τῶν πάντων, οὐδὲ μέγιστον κακόν. 

Neque vero hinc exemplum petere possis adjectivi positivi cum 
superlativo conjuncti; nam δεινὸν nequaquam ad κακὸν pertinet. 

“Nulla in civitate periculosa est—neque est summum malum.” 
Mox dele τούτων. ; 

Ibid. 5. c. Lege: πρῶτον μὲν γὰρ περὶ λογισμοὺς ἀτεχνῶς πάρ- 
εστιν ἐξηυρημένα μαϑήματα μετὰ παιδιᾶς τε καὶ ἡδονῆς μανϑάνειν. 
Vulgo παισίν. Tum enumerantur τὰ μαϑήματα, sc. μήλων καὶ στε- 
φάνων διανομαί, καὶ πυκτῶν... ἐφεδρείαι te καὶ συλλήξεις ἐν 

μέρει καὶ ἐφεξῆς, [καὶ] ὡς πεφύκασι γίγνεσϑαι. Vulgo ἐφεδρείας 
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- συλλήξεως; unde effectum est ut πεφύκασι sine nominativo es- 

set, et genitivi a διανομαὶ pendere crederentur; quasi quis pugiles 

spectantibus eodem modo quo poma vel coronas distribueret. Al- 
terum καὶ omisi; quod qui inseruit, parum intellexit quid esset 
ἐν μέρει καὶ ἐφεξῆς, et tanquam inter se opposita essent, (quod 
fuisset, ἐν μ. te καὶ 2.) tertium aliquid in ὡς πεφύκασι γίγνεσθαι 
contineri putavit. Sed unumquodque par et singuli tertiarii prio- 
res ἐν μέρει excipiebant, atque hoc in omnibus deznceps fiebat. 

ὡς πεφύκασι γίγνεσθαι adjectum est ut significaretur certam esse 
harum permutationum conjunctionumque rationem, si quidem nu- 
meri natura immutabiles essent. καὶ dx) καὶ παίζοντες, φιάλας ἅμα 

χρυσοῦ καὶ χαλκοῦ καὶ ἀργύρου καὶ τοιούτων τινῶν ἄλλων κεραν- 
νύντες, οἵ δὲ καὶ ὅλας πως διαδιδόντες, ὅπερ εἶπον, εἰς παιδιὰν ἐναρ- 
μόττοντες τὰς τῶν ἀναγκαίων ἀριϑμῶν χρήσεις----Τυῖα hic precipue, 

querenda sunt. 1. Quid sit φιάλας κεραννύντες, 2. quo modo ab 

ὅλας διαδιδόντες differat, 3. ubi dixerit, quod hic se iterum dicere 
ait. Duplex, nisi fallor, discrimen in poculis fingitur; "nam et e 

diversa materia facta sunt, et diversum liquorem continent. Si 
hoc verum est, recte opponuntur of κεραννύντες τὰς φιάλας, hie. 

qui pocula vino cum aqua permixto implent, et of φ. ὅλας διαδι- 
δόντες, quod idem est ac φ. ἀκράτου πότου πλήρεις διαδιδόντες. 

Sed vocem ἄκρατος consulto vitavit, quoniam non minus de aqua 

pura quam de vino mero cogitabat. Quo autem spectant illa, ὅπερ 
εἶπον ἢ Planissime ad verba ἁρμοττόντων ἀριϑμῶν τῶν αὐτῶν. At- 
qui non prorsus idem est, sive numeros convenire dicas, sive nu- 

meros dccommodari; et quoniam hoc verius, malim ἁρμοττομένων. 

Nam qui hoc dixit, idem dixit quod infra, εἰς παιδίαν x. τ. ἕ. 
Preterea cum prorsus otiosum sit ἄλλων, et of δὲ alterum quod- 
dam sui simile flagitet, lego: ἄλλοι μὲν κεραννύντες. At unde il- 

lud μὲν arripui? Nempe a Cod. %, qui pro κεραννύντες wegav- 

νύντας habere dicitur. Ceterum si quis inutilem esse particulam 
πῶς contendet, simulque ὅλας φιάλας gre feret, quidni ὅλας πό- 

σεις reponat? Ἐ 

Ibid. p. μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα ἐν ταῖς μετρήσεσιν, wo, ὅσα ἔχει μήκη 
καὶ πλάτη καὶ βάϑη, περὶ ἅπαντα ταῦτα ἐνοῦσαν τινα φύσει γελοίαν 
τε καὶ αἰσχρὰν ἄγνοιαν ἐν τοῖς ἀνθρώποις πᾶσι, ταύτης ἀπαλλάττου- 
σιν. Supplevi ὡς. Idem valet ὡς ἐνοῦσαν atque κρίνοντες ἐνεῖναι. 
Mox pro ὑηνῶν lege ὑϊνῶν. 

820, a. Εἰ δ᾽ ἔστι μήτε σφόδρα μήτε ἠρέμα [δυνατὰ ἔνια, ἀλλὰ] 
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ta μέν, [τὰ δὲ μή,] σὺ δὲ πάντα ἡγεῖ, πῶς οἴει πρὸς ταῦτα διακεῖ- 
σϑαι; Non defuturos scio, qui hos uncinos meos tahquam sum- 

mee audaciz exempla citaturi sint. Ego contra librariorum auda- 

ciam me compescere arbitror, qui talem compositionem οὐκ ἔνια 
ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν τὰ δ᾽ ov, pro Platonica nobis obtulerunt. Sed cur 
δυνατὰ inclusi? Videamus precedentia. "do’ οὖν od δοκεῖ... ταῦτα 
εἶναι μετρητὰ πρὸς ἄλληλα; Ναί. Μῆκός te, οἶμαι, πρὸς μῆκος x. τ. &. 
Vides orationem continuari, et hee omnia ἃ μετρητὰ εἶναι penderé, 

“Imo”, inquit, “a δυνατὸν εἶναι μετρεῖν φύσει", Atqui, ut hoe con- 
cesserim, qua ratione haec inter se conciliabis: δυνατόν ἐστι ταῦτα 
μετρεῖν et ταῦτα δυνατά ἐστι; Scilicet intelligendo μετρεῖσϑαι. 
Et ubi erit Platonicus ille nitor sermonis, quem omnes laudant, 

paucissimi tuentur? Sed paucissimi 11. δυνατὸν εἶναι μετρεῖν φύ- 
σει sine ulla dubitatione damnabunt. 

Ibid. a. Τί δ᾽ αὖ; μῆκός te καὶ πλάτος πρὸς βάϑος, ἢ πλάτος 
τε καὶ μῆκος πρὸς ἄλληλα ὥστε πως ἄρ᾽ οὐ διανοούμεϑα περὶ ταῦτα 

οὕτως w. τ. & Sic a et 2. Pro ὥστε πῶς Winkelmannus infeli- 

citer ἁμῶς γέ πῶς conjecit. Scribendum videtur: πρὸς ἄλληλα 
ὡσαύτως; KA. Πῶς; ΑΘ. *Ag’ οὐ διανοούμεϑα.-ὄ 

Returning from the Latin notes the first thing we meet with 

in the text, that seems to require notice is in 820, c. ταῦτα γὰρ 
δὴ σκοποῦντα διαγιγνώσκειν ἀναγκαῖον ἢ παντάπασιν εἶναι φαῦλον, 
προβάλλοντά τε ἀλλήλοις ἀεί, διατριβὴν τῆς πεττείας πολὺ χαριεστέ- 
ραν πρεσβυτῶν διατρίβοντα, φιλονεικεῖν ἐν ταῖς τούτων ἀξίαισι σχο- 

λαῖς. You will probably assent to ἄλλοις--πρεσβύτην---φιλονι- 

κεῖν, and likewise to the removal of τὰ μαϑήματα in Clinias’ answer. 

Those who want to remove ov, shew that they do not understand 

the force of the particle in ἔοικέ γ᾽ οὖν. Ὁ, The Zurich Editors 
have gone back to the wrong distribution of persons, which Bek- 

ker had rectified. Why should the Athenian not call Clinias ὦ 
ξένε; And how can οὐκοῦν κείσϑω suit any other mouth than 

τοῦ ϑέντος ἢ 

821, σ. Orellius is right in proposing ταὐτὰ ἀεί, but there are 
worse faults in the next sentence. 4@. Ταῦτ᾽ ἔστι τοίνυν, ὦ Μέ- 

γιλλέ τε καὶ Κλεινία, viv ἃ δή φημι δεῖν περὶ ϑεῶν τῶν κατ᾽ οὐρανὸν 
τούς γε ἡμετέρους πολίτας τε καὶ τοὺς νέους τὸ μέχρι τοσούτου μα- 

“Geiv περὶ ἁπάντων τούτων, μέχρι τοῦ μὴ βλασφημεῖν περὺ αὐτά, εὐ- 
φημεῖν δὲ ἀεὶ ϑύοντάς τε καὶ ἐν εὐχαῖς εὐχομένους εὐσεβῶς. How can 
the following bear each other's company: τοίνυν---νῦν, περὶ ϑεῶν 
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TOV κατ᾽ οὐρανόν---περὶ ἁπάντων τούτων, τοὺς πολίτας τε---καὶ τοὺς 

véovg? Νῦν and the celestial clause must go, and the cross division 

must be changed into a subdivision by removing τούς. “Those who 

are at once our fellow-citizens and our youth.” x, The words éy@ 
τούτων οὔτε νέος οὔτε πάλαι ἀκηκοὺς σφῶν av viv οὐκ ἐν πολλῷ 
χρόνῳ δηλῶσαι δυναίμην. καίτοι χαλεπά γε ὄντα οὐκ ἄν ποτε οἷος 
τ᾽ ἦν δηλοῦν τηλικούτοις οὖσι τηλικοῦτος ὦν. I have added the 
last word, but there are other difficulties which you will require 

to see solved before you will look on me as the corrector of the 

passage. I presume you do not approve of either νέον or vew- 

Gri: for a man who has heard a thing οὔτε νεωστὶ οὔτε πάλαι can 
scarcely have heard it at.all, Τούτων seems to have given no 

offence, though it is wrong both in number and case. Now as one 

of the possible hindrances to teaching is the age of the teacher, | 

to which the speaker again alludes, we may restore this feature 
while we correct τούτων, by supposing that the old reading was 

τουτουτων (ie. τοῦτ᾽ ovr ὧν) véog—but what second hindrance 
does he allude to? “That he had not heard it for some time:” but 
the Greek for “it is long since I heard it”, would be πάλαι οὐκ 
ἀκήκοα, not οὐ πάλαι ἀκήκοα, and with οὔτε the same difference 

would hold good. I therefore incline to read: τοῦτ᾽ ovr ὧν νέος 

πάλαι τ᾿ οὐκ e&xnxows—. Perhaps the belief that there was 
something wrong in ovre—te induced the scribe to make the 

alteration. 
822, a. Read: τὴν [αὐτὴν] γὰρ αὐτῶν ὁδόν, καὶ ἕκαστον... μίαν 

x. τ᾿ &, and soon after τὸν ἡττημένον. σ. I should print the 

text as follows: ag’ οὐκ οἰόμεϑα τὸ γελοῖόν te καὶ οὐκ ὀρϑὸν ἐκεῖ 
γιγνόμενον ἄν, ἐνταυϑὶ καὶ ἐν τούτοισι γίγνεσϑαι; ΚΑ. Γελοῖον 
μέν, ὀρϑὸν δ᾽ οὐδαμῶς. After this I return to another scrap of 
Adversaria, which will lead us to the end of the Book. 

Ibid. pv. ἐπὶ μεῖζον nullo modo ferri potest; sed non mutan- 

dum in ἔτι μεῖζον, quod nescio quis proposuit; nam quis dixerit hoc 
eliam majus, nisi qui prius alterum quiddam magnum esse contendit? 

Nec que sequuntur sine offensione legi possunt. Quorsum enim tr 
iteratur, ἕτερόν τι--- μεταξύ τιῦ Deinde si quis doceat πεφυκέναι 
τι μεταξὺ νουϑετήσεώς τε καὶ νόμων, quivis hoc intelligat; sin ad- 

jiciat νουϑετήσεώς τε ἅμα καὶ νόμων, diversa confudisse videatur, ~ 
80. τὸ μετέχειν ἅμα τούτου καὶ ἐκείνου, et τὸ μεταξὺ τούτου καὶ ἐκεί- 
νου πεφυκέναι. Satis patere arbitror verborum ordinem 8. ΒΟΥ 185 



LETTER TO THOMPSON. XXV 

turbatum parum feliciter a correctore aliquo constitutum esse. 
Quid si sic legamus? κινδυνεύει γὰρ δὴ νομοϑέτῃ τὸ προσταττό- 
μενον ἕτερόν τι μεῖζον εἶναι τοῦ τοὺς νόμους ϑέντα ἀπηλλάχϑαι, ἄμε 

δ᾽ εἶναι μεταξύ τι νουϑετήσεώς τε πεφυκὸς καὶ νόμων. 

Ibid. Ε. οἷον περὶ τὴν τῶν σφόδρα νέων παίδων τροφήν" οὐ γὰρ 

ῥητά φαμὲν εἶναι, λέγοντές te αὐτὰ ὡς νόμους οἴεσϑαι τιϑεμένους 
εἶναι πολλῆς ἀνοίας γέμειν. Non ῥητὰ sed ἄρρητα desiderari vidit 

C. F. Hermannus, sed non yidit id ipsum leviter corruptum in 
omnibus libris haberi. Post λόγοις plenius interpungendum est, 

legendumque οἷον (τὰ) περὶ τὴν τῶν σφόδρα νέων παίδων τροφὴν 
οὔτ᾽ ἄρρητά φαμεν (δεῖν) εἶναι, λέγοντές τ᾽ αὐτὰ νόμους οἴεσϑαι τι- 
ϑέναι πολλῆς (ἂν) ἀνοίας γέμειν. 

Ibid. 5, Dele αὐτόν τις. Structura est οὐ τέλεος ὁ ἔπαινος, ὅταν 

φῇ τὸν ὑπηρετήσαντα κ. τ. ξ. Μοχ quod & prebet ad sensum loci 
necessarium est. ὡς ἄρα ὃς ἂν τοῖς τοῦ (νομοϑέτου) νομοϑετοῦντός 

τε καὶ ἐπαινοῦντος καὶ ψέγοντος πειϑόμενος γράμμασι διεξέλϑῃ τὸν 
βίον ἄκρατον. οὗτος ὅ τε λόγος ὀρϑότατος---Τιοοῦτι hucusque de- 

scripsi ut mancam esse sententiam ostenderem. “Quicunque non 

modo legibus yerum etiam preceptis consiliisque legum latoris vi- 

tam regit’—quid tum? Inepte autem dicitur βίος ἄκρατος, et con- 

junctio sic posita οὗτος 6 τε λόγος neminem non offendat. Scripsit 

Plato: ἀκρότατος οὗτος. ὅ te λόγος x τ. é Horum partem 

video jam a Winckelmanno occupatam. Mox post μόνον dele 

γράφειν. 
828, 5. Jampridem monui legendum: οἷον μάρτυρα ἐπαγόμε- 

νοι δηλοῖμεν ἂν ὃ βουλόμεϑα μᾶλλον. 
Ibid. 5. Locum sic interpungi et corrigi velim: πάμπολυ δὲ 

καὶ τὸ περὶ ta πεζὰ ϑηρεύματα [, οὐ μόνον ϑηρίων]. ἀλλὰ καὶ τὴν 
τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἄξιον ἐννοεῖν ϑήραν, τήν τε κατὰ πόλεμον καὶ κλω- 
πείαν καὶ λῃστῶν καὶ στρατοπέδων. πολλὴ δὲ καὶ ἡ κατὰ 
pthiev—Vulgo hee per amicitiam venatio, in qua procul dubio 

rem amatoriam, atque omnem suadendi artem et omnia blanditia- 

rum genera includi volebat, inter τὴν κατὰ πόλεμον ϑήραν atque 
hujus exempla media interposita est; ipsa autem verba sic cor- 

rupta sunt: καὶ κλωπεῖαι καὶ λῃστῶν καὶ στρατοπέδων στρατοπέδοις 
ϑῆραι. Quem nostra reponit correctio chiasmum librarius parum 

intellexit. - 

Ibid. c. Transpone sic: καὶ μετὰ. ζημίας νομοϑετηϑέντων. 

Ibid. 5. Lege διαπονουμένης . . alioquin nec erit quo τῆς referri 
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possit, et dativi illi ἐγρηγορόσι, εὕδουσι, prorsus ἀσύντακτοι erunt. 
Ordo est, τῆς διαπονουμένης κύρτοις ἀργὸν ϑήραν τῶν ἐνύδρων 
ζώων, μήτε ἐγρηγορόσι μήτε εὕδουσι. Mox incredibile est quem- 
quam in verbis μηδ᾽ εἰς τὸν ἔσχατον ἐπέλϑοι νοῦν hesisse. Qui tot 
ineptias invito Platoni obtrusas defendunt, simul atque Plato ipse 

in notissimo proverbio jocari ccepit, statim nauseant, et cum pro- 

cellis jactu decidere parant. 

824, a. Lege: ἡ τὸν Or ἀναπαύματα πόνον ἔχουσα, Mox pro 
ὁ διειρημένος lege ὅδ᾽ ὁ εἰρημένος. Pro ἐν ἐργασίμοις δὲ καὶ ἱεροῖς 

ἁγίοις suspicor olim lectum esse ἐν ἐργ. καὶ ἁγίοις, quod ultimum 
nescio quis per fegoig interpretatus est. Melius fecisset, si in 
ATIOIC veram lectionem AI'POIC latere admonuisset. In 4 et 

SU dittographia ex proba et mala lectione conflata servatur 

AT(P)IOIC. 

I had hoped to wander through two or three more Books with 

you, picking up specimens of paleography and discoursing on 

them as we went. But from this egotistical design you and all 

others are delivered for the present by the peculiar character of 

this ἀντίχϑων ; which, though we are not quite so remote as Phi- 

lolaus would place us, holds too scanty a communication with you 

to satisfy a garrulous correspondent, and forces me, if I would 

see this in print before the end of this year, to address it forth- 

with to the European Publisher. With heartiest respect and 
affection, 

Believe me, 

Yours ever, 

ι CHARLES BADHAM. 
University or SypNery, 

Fesrvary, 1877. 

CORRIGENDA. 

P. VI last line. For me: read we. ' 
» IX gt ,, After τούτω add (i.e. td σχήματε). 
» XII 26th ,, For became: read become. 
» XVI 6th ,, from bottom. For χελεύοις: read χελεύεις. 
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INTRODUCTION, 

HE aim of this noble Dialogue is to ascertain the relation of 

Pleasure and of Intellect to the absolute Good. 

The form of the inquiry is a controversy between Socrates and 

two young Athenians named Philebus and Protarchus. The latter, 

espousing the cause which his friend had first taken up, and then 

through laziness abandoned, affirms that pleasure, using the word in 

its largest sense, is entitled to the name of good; to which Socrates 

advances an opposite claim on behalf of intellect, knowledge, and 

all kindred species; observing that, if it should prove that some 

third competitor showed a better title than either of the original 

claimants, then, whichever of the two should be found most akin 

to the successful candidate would be entitled to the second prize. 

Protarchus is then reminded of the great variety and discrepancy 

in the kinds of pleasure, and is invited to show what common 

nature there is in all these, over and aboye their being pleasant, 

which nobody disputes, in virtue of which he calls them all plea- 

sures. In reply, he denies that there is any variety or discre- 

pancy between them, i so far us they are pleasures. Socrates 

shows the fallacy of his argument, and points out that this reliance 

upon the identity implied by a common name, as if it excluded all 

diversity, would put an end to all reasoning. This leads to the 

mention of the great problem about Identity and Diversity, the 

delight of young arguers and the terror of quiet, respectable 

people, the argument of ἕν καὶ πολλά. ‘The contradiction be- 

tween the individual as ove in nature, and yet many in his many 

changes of circumstance, and that between the Whole as ove and 

* The bearing of this discussion on the main subject is twofold. The im- 
portance of the πέρας in dialectics is a suitable introduction to the part which 
it is to play in physics; and the necessity of the careful division of pleasure 
under its several heads is shown beforehand. 
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the Parts as many, are touched upon; but Socrates affirms that, 

though men now look upon these paradoxes as childish and so- 

phistical, there exist other forms of the contradiction which are 

really important. For, if we consider any genus as one in itself, 

and then again observe that the representatives of it are many 

and unlimited, it is difficult to conceive how this One, at the 

same time that it remains one in itself, is yet one in all the 

individuals and in each of them. This contradiction is the inhe- 

rent and unchangeable property of a// objects of reasoning; but 

though as such we cannot remove it, there is a remedy provided 

against its practical difficulty. For, while all things are consti- 

tuted out of the One and the Many, they have, associated in their 

constitution, the Limit and the Indefinite. We must therefore, in 

all objects of inquiry, accepting this natural constitution, begin by 
taking a unit, which we are sure to find if we Jook for it; from 

this we must proceed to the next definite number supplied by 

the object itself in its own natural divisions, and so, continually 

advancing through all subordinate divisions, proceed till we ar- 

rive at the point where the limit (or given numbers) ceases, and 

the unlimited begins. This process from the one to the indefinite 

by means of xumber, or the contrary process from the indefinite 

to the one, is the gift of the Gods, the true dialectical method, 

the origin of all discovery, and the opposite of that sophistical 
manner which passes per saltum from either extreme to the 

other. Socrates beautifully exemplifies this position by language, 

music, metre, and the art of writing; and proposes that the rival 

claimants, pleasure and intellect, should be subjected to the same 

method of scrutiny. 

But finding that Protarchus is scared by the difficulty of the 

undertaking, he professes to remember a shorter solution of the 

problem before them, by which it can be shown that neither 

competitor can hope for the first prize. It lies in the very 

conception of the Good that it should be perfect and se/f-suff- 
cient. But, if we take either pleasure or intellect in absolute 

isolation from each other, they are alike imperfect and insuffi- 

cient; for no one would accept pleasure alone as all in all, if he 

had no memory, no consciousness, no faculty by which he could 

be cognisant of the pleasure enjoyed: nor would any one accept 

a life of mere intellect without at least some admixture of 
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pleasurable feeling. To either of these states of being, all men 

would certainly prefer a combination of the two; therefore each 

has failed in its pretensions to be the absolute Good. But which 

comes the nearest to the mark? That which has most right to 

be considered either itself the Cause of the Combination, or at least 

as haying most affinity with that Cause. Thus we are led to in- 

quire into the nature of combination itself, and the laws which 

govern it, 

Now it has already been said, that the Limit and the Inde- 

finite* are the elements out of which all things are compounded; 

these, therefore, will be the first two yévy or kinds which we must 

consider; the Combination of these two will be the third kind, 

and the Cause which effects their union, the fourth. 

Every quality of matter considered in its abstraction, extends 

indefinitely in the direction of two opposites, as in the instances 

of moister and drier}, hotter and colder, &c. The attempt to 

limit it at once dissolves the abstraction, because it fixes to a 

point that which is only conceivable as continually capable of 

more and dess. All things which thus admit of more and less 

are comprehended in one ἰδέα, and receive the name of the In- 

definite, τὸ ἄπειρον. The opposites of these are the things which 

effect equality and proportion, and these are classed under the 

name of the Limit, τὸ mégagt or περατοειδές. The examples of 
this kind are a// definite numbers whatever and their relations to 

each other, but they can be more easily seen at the same time with 

the third kind, that is to say, in Combinations of τὸ ἄπειρον and 
τὸ πέρας. In music, bodily health and strength and beauty, the 

temperature of the seasons, and above all, in the instance of 

pleasure, which would be absorbed in its own indefinite cravings, 

but for the imposition of law and order to limit and preserve it,— 

* This doctrine Plato is said to have borrowed from the Pythagorean Phi- 
lolaus, who, through extreme poverty, consented to sell him the book in which 
he had embodied the tenets of his sect.—See Diog. Laert. in Philolaus, and the 
Extract from Bockh’s Philolaus in the Appendix. 

+ The comparatives of all such words are used by Plato because the positive 
might be misunderstood as implying a ποσόν, or definite quantity, or propor- 
tion; but afterwards, he uses the positive, "Ev δ᾽ ὀξεῖ χαὶ βαρεῖ χαὶ ταχεῖ καὶ 
βραδεῖ, ἀπείροις οὖσιν. (26, A.) 

+ πέρας is properly the ἰδέα, or that according to which they are one, and 
περατοειδές, the γένος: τὰ περατοειδὴῆ again would be the γέννα, which we 
must not confound with γένος, as Ast and others have done, but which is the 
multitude contained in the γένος, its numerous specimens. 
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in all such instances, where qualities are blended with definite 
proportion, we see at once the second element of the combina- 

tion, and the result of that Combination as manifested in some 

γένεσις. In the fourth place there must be a Cause of such com- 

binations; for that which ἐς made cannot be the same as that which 

makes, but must always be subsequent to it. Therefore we may 
consider the first three kinds to be (1) (2) the elements* of na- 
tural things, and (8) the natural things themselves; but the fourth 

kind is that which operates with these and upon them. 

The question then arises: To which of these four kinds does 

the Mixed Life of pleasure and intellect bear most resemblance? 

It is decided that it resembles most the third kind or the Com- 

bination. Pleasure again seems most akin to the Indefinite. 

The kind which answers to Intellect is not so evident, and 
Socrates warns his friend against any rashness in the decision, 

as touching upon impiety. The gay Philebus laughs at his 
scruples, but Protarchus has more reverence, and is so awe- 

struck by Socrates’ manner, that he is afraid to make any con- 

jecture. Then Socrates declares that his own solemnity was all 

in sport, and that it is no wonder if philosophers are so ready 
to pay themselves a compliment, in declaring Intellect to be the 
King of the Universe; but that it is worth while to see what 

right it has to the designation. Protarchus is then asked to 

choose between two opinions; one that the universe is subject 
to chance and blind caprice, and the other, that it is governed 

by intellect and mind, He unhesitatingly chooses the latter. But, 

argues Socrates, in this universe there are the same elements which 

we find also in the constitution of our own bodies, only that here 

they occur small in quantity and poor in quality, while in the 
universe they are abundant and wondrous. Now, the terrestrial ele- 

ments must have been derived from the universal ones, the earthly 

body from the body of the universe: but our body has a mind which 

* Socrates speaks also presently (29, A) of the Four Elements, as they are 
called, which are as old as Empedocles, and probably much older. But the 
elements with which we are here concerned are elements in) a different sense. 
They are not matter, nor even properties of matter, but the ἄπειρον is the con- 
dition of all the properties of matter, and of number itself, till controlled by 
πέρας. Though the Pythagoreans held ἀριθμὸς to be the condition of existence 
and the ground of knowledge; this its virtue was derived from the decad, that 
is from proportion, for the decad contained every kind | of proportion. Indefinite 

number, ἡ ἀόριστος δυάς, was reckoned among the ἄπειρα. 
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it must have also derived from the same source; for if we men 

haye a mind, much more must the universe, possessing as it does 

all that we possess, only in greater perfection, have one also: 

and if it is in virtue of the fourth of our kinds, viz. Cause, 

working through the human mind, that that mind gains credit 

for skill and wisdom (as when, for instance, it trains the body 

to health and repairs its disorders), much more must the heavens 

and the order of nature be recognised as effects of the same 

Cause, operating therein on a grander scale and through a nobler 

and purer mind. It follows from this, that the Cause which is 

the chief of the four kinds, will"be supreme in heaven and in 

earth, “being the essence of the mind and of the soul of Zeus 

himself.* The result of this inquiry is to establish that Intellect 
rules over all things, and that owr intellect is therefore also akin 

to the fourth or highest of the kinds. 

The next step is to consider Pleasure and Intellect not ab- 

stractedly, but as they are, and to enquire how they arise in 

living creatures. 

The first kind of Pleasure noted is that which arises when the 

constituent elements of the creature tend towards Harmony; but, 

when that harmony is more or less dissolyed, pain is the con- 

sequence. This is illustrated by hunger, thirst, heat, and cold, in 
all which there is a tendency to some loss or dissolution, which 

is pain, and in the relief of which there is a return to natural 

completeness, which return is pleasure. A second kind of plea- 

sure (and pain) is in Expectation: this kind belongs to the mind 

alone, without the body participating in it. 

These two classes are considered sufficient for the present 

purpose, and another observation is added, of which Protarchus 

is told that he will see the importance further on. It is, that 
there must be an’ inlermediate state of the body, when it is tend- 

ing neither towards completeness nor dissolution of any part; 

when this state prevails, there can be neither pleasure nor pain. 

Such a state is quite compatible with a life of mere intellect; 
it is also such a life as we may conceive the gods to possess. + 

* That is, of the highest mundane divinity. The argument is, that αἰτία 
ἐν τῷ ὅλῳ is the highest of all the four kinds; but αἰτία is νοῦς, and νοῦς 
is inseparable from ψυχή; consequently, αἰτία is the ground of the highest 
yous and ψυχή, i. e., that of Ζεύς. 

+ Page 33, 8. The sense I have given here is not very clearly expressed 
Platonis Philebus, (3 
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This, therefore, is another point to be scored in favour of νοῦς 

in its competition for the second prize. 

It is in the second kind of Pleasure, that which springs from 

Expectation and belongs to the mind, that the nature of plea- 

sure and its relation to νοῦς become most apparent. Expectation 

of pleasure must depend upon Memory (that is, not recollection, 

but the state which is the necessary condition of recollection), 

and this memory presupposes Sensation. If the body alone is 

affected, and the movement does not reach to the mind, there is 

no sensation and no memory. In addition to sensation, which is 

the common movement of body and mind, and memory, which 

is the preservation of sensation, we must also notice Recollec- 

tion, which is the rehearsal by the mind alone of the sensations 

which it formerly experienced in common with the body; and lastly, 
Desire. For desire also is a property of the mind and not of the — 

body, as may be shown thus: We desire the opposite of that 

which we feel; but desire implies memory of the thing desired; 

for all our relations to things desirable must be either through 

sensation or through memory: but sensation is occupied with the 

present state, whereas desire yearns for the opposite of the pre- 

sent state;* therefore, it must be through memory that desire is 

brought into relation with the thing desired; and hence it follows 
that desire belongs not to the body but to the mind. 

A third state of pleasure (and pain) is, when, whilst the body 

suffers through a present void, the mind is conscious of a former 

satisfaction; in such a case, if there is hope of attaining the de- 

sired satisfaction, the memory of it affords a pleasure simultaneous 

with the bodily pain; but if there be no hope, then there is a 

double pain: a present void in the body, and a consciousness in 

the mind that the satisfaction is unattainable. 
The great importance of this observation is, that it will enable 

us to answer a question, without settling which we cannot hope 

to bring the controversy to an issue: Are there False Pleasures? 

Protarchus denies this, and affirms that beliefs} may be true 

in the original as it stands in the Editions: it would come out much more for- 

cibly by the very slight change of ye into te. Ουχοῦν ovtw< ay ἐχείνῳ TE 
ὑπάρχοι, καὶ ἴσως οὐδὲν ἄτοπον εἰ πάντων τῶν βίων ἐστὶ ϑειότατος. 

* The same argument is used by Socrates in the Convivium. 

+ I have rendered δόξαι in this manner; it is on the whole a handier word 

than impressions, but is to be taken in the sense of that word as popular- 

ly used, 
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or false, but that p/easures are all true. And yet, says Socrates, 

we speak of the pleasures of dreams or of madness as false. And 

if it be objected that pleasure is still pleasure though the ground 

of it may be false, surely the same may be said of beliefs also. 

If again it should be said that, in such a case, the belief is false 

though real, but the pleasure is true as well as real, this must 

be shown to arise from some peculiarity in the nature of pleasure 

which differentiates it from belief. But we do not find any such; 

for both alike admit of all other qualities, such as great and small, 

and good and bad. There are also correct and mistaken pleasures 

following on correct and mistaken beliefs. And here it is worth 

while to consider the nature of these δόξαι in general. What 

we believe, results from a comparison of that which we see or 

feel with that which we remember. This result we record either 

to ourselves or to others. Now, suppose the former case: then 

aman carries the record about with him; and it may be said to 

be written on his mind. Besides this power which writes impres- 

sions upon us, there is another which paints them; that is the 

power by which we recall to the fancy the very images which 

we formerly beheld with our eyes; and when the beliefs are false, 

these images will be false also, Among these written and painted 

records there will be some which have reference to future time, 

and these are called Hopes. The good man will have true hopes 

and true images of the future, and the bad will have false ones. 

But these images are pleasures, for it was before admitted that 
some pleasures arose from expectation; consequently, there are 

false pleasures, which bad men have, and which are the carica- 

tures of the true pleasures of good men. Having established this 

analogy between δόξα and pleasure, Socrates argues that, as only 

those δόξαι, which do not answer to things past or present or 

future, but are false, are admitted to be bad, so those pleasures 

only, which are false, are bad also. Protarchus objects to this, 

that the badness of pleasures has very little to do with their 

falsehood; but Socrates defers his answer to a later stage in the 

controversy, and proceeds to another and stronger proof of the 

possibility of the falsehood of pleasure. When the body is in 

pleasure, and the mind at the same time is apprehensive of pain, 

or the body is in pain and the mind anticipating pleasure, the 

simultaneous presence of pleasure and pain will produce a similar 

c2 
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effect to the illusion of the eyes when they attribute greater size 

to near objects and less to those more distant. For the im- 

mediate pleasures or pains will seem greater than they are, in 

proportion to those expected; but that degree of pleasure or pain 

by which they exceed their real dimensions will be false, and 

cause a false belief: so that not only false beliefs cause false 

pleasures and pains, but false pleasures and pains cause false be- 

liefs also, The strongest example of falsehood in pleasure is that 

which is next adduced. If we suppose a state in which there is 

no change either towards satisfaction or dissolution, such a state 

will be one devoid both of pleasure and pain. Now it is true 
that they who maintain the doctrine of a perpetual flux* deny 

the possibility of such a motionless state; but it will be enough 

to suppose that the motion or change is not great enough to . 

reach the sense and the mind; and that there is such a condition 

nobody will deny. If a man in this state should say that he has 
pleasure, he would say what is false, and the pleasure which he 
speaks of would be false. But this is the very thing which 

happens when a man is relieved from pain without the acquisi- 

tion of pleasure, and calls this negative state by the name of 
pleasure; for this supposed pleasure is false, since that which is 
neither pleasure nor pain cannot come to be truly either. But 

there is another set of teachers,+ who tell us that these things 

which we have been considering as three, are in fact only two; 

that pleasure is a mere illusion, and is nothing more than the 

removal of pain. Though we shall find reasons for disagreeing 

with them, they have something to teach us. For if we would 

judge rightly of pleasure, we must take in view the /ighest degree 

of it. Now the highest degree of pleasure is that which follows 

the gratification of the strongest desires; but it is in morbid condi- 

tions of the body that the strongest desires arise. Upon this, So- 

erates enters into a painfully vivid description of the mingled sen- 

sations which are produced by the application of relief to an itching 

surface or an inward irritation, and of the intense pleasure alter- 

nating with pain which men in these cases experience. In all such 

instances the pain is the condition of the pleasure; and these may be 

* The schools of Heraclitus and Protagoras. Theetet. 152,180. Sophist, 146. 
ἡ Antisthenes and the Cynics. A saying is attributed to Antisthenes, μα- 

γείην μᾶλλον ἢ ἡσϑείην. Diog. Laert. 6, 3. 
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classed with the former examples where the body and the mind 

were differently affected, either mingling its pleasure with the 

pain of the other. Then again, the mind by itself has pleasures 

inseparable from pains; for of this nature are all the passions. 

Such is the sweetness of anger, and the indulgence of violent 

grief, and the mimic sympathies with tragic heroes. Nay, in co- 

medy also, the same principle is at work; for ridicule deals with 
that which is evil; e.g. the ignorant conceit of men about their 

wealth or their bodily perfections or their wisdom, is evil, and 
it is in such foibles that ridicule finds its objects. When, there- 

fore, we laugh at our friend’s ignorance, we haye, it is true, 

pleasure, for laughter is a sign of pleasure; but we have also 

pain, for taking pleasure in a friend’s evil is φϑόνος; and φϑό- 
vog is unquestionably a pain of the mind. Thus we see that those 

stern despisers of pleasure are so far right, that there are many 

and intense kinds of enjoyment, which owe their very intensity 
to the pain with which they are connected. 

But then there are other species of pleasure which this School 
has overlooked: pure pleasures not resulting from any previous 

perceptible want, such as those of Sight, when it has for its ob- 

jects beautiful outline or beautiful colour, unassociated with de- 

sire; those of Hearing, when they are of the same kind, and 

those of Smelling. (It is remarkable that Touch and Taste are 

excluded from this list.) And lastly, there are the Intellectual 

pleasures, which are not preceded by any painful want, and the 

loss of which is not followed by any sense of void. 

Such being the Impure and the Pure pleasures respectively, 
which are most truly pleasures? As a little White, if perfectly 
unmixed, is more truly white than ever so great a quantity having 
the admixture of some other colour, so pure and unmixed pleasure, 

however small, is more truly pleasure than a mixed kind, however 

great. Consequently, when we come to the comparison of plea- 

sure and intellect (in order to determine which of the two is the 

predominant element in that Mixed Life, which was found to be 

better than either of them alone), we shall haye to remember 
that the pure pleasure is the true kind, and, therefore, that by 

which we must make our judgment. 

But before the judgment commences, Socrates proposes two more 

reflexions concerning pleasure, All things may be divided into 
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two classes; that which exists for the sake of something else, 

and that for the sake of which something else exists. The former 

will include γένεσις, temporal existence, that which ἐδ ever becoming; 

the latter, οὐσία, eternal being, that which 7s; indeed, the entire 

former class exists for the sake of the latter. But whereas 

the Good must be that for the sake of which other things exist, 

pleasure, we are told by certain ingenious men,* is a γένεσις; 

and if so, it will be in the opposite class to that of the Good. 

And again, if pleasure be ἃ γένεσις, they who make it their good, 

and pursue it, are most irrational; for they pursue also the state 

opposite to pleasure, that of want or desire, on the relief of which 
the generation of pleasure depends; but if pleasure be a genesis 

or production, its opposite is a corruption; so that those who 

choose pleasure as the Good, choose generation and corruption 

rather than pure being. 

There are also many other absurdities following on the suppo- 

sition that pleasure is the Good, but the greatest, and indeed the 

sum of them all, is that, if it were so, a man would be good in 

proportion to the pleasure of which he partook, and bad in the 

opposite proportion. 

The next step is, to subject νοῦς and ἐπιστήμη to the same 

process, and to ascertain if here too we shall find purer and im- 

purer sorts. Science is divided into the Productive and the In- 
structive. In the former class, some branches are more immediately 
associated with mathematical science, and others are content, to 

a great degree, with mere guesswork and practical skill. Such a 

difference marks some as more, and others as less, pure. But 

the mathematical sciences themselyes may be viewed either as 
they are conversant with absolute properties of figure and number, 

or as dealing with figures and numbers in the concrete; so that 

we may say there is a twofold arithmetic and a twofold geometry; 

and so in like manner of other mathematical sciences, of which the 

one branch is pure, the other impure. But the pure science above 

all others, is Dialectic; for it is that which has for its object the 

absolute, invariable, and eternal, and which therefore seeks after 

the truest of all knowledge. Other sciences may be more immedi- 

ately useful or imposing, but this is more truly science than all 

* Trendelenburg gives it as his opinion that Aristippus is here meant. 
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others; for whereas they depend on opinions, and are busied about 

mere phenomenal existence, Dialectic deals with immutable realities. 

Having now determined the Pure and Impure both of Plea- 

sures and of Sciences, we are ready to blend them so as to effect 

that combination of which the Mixed Life consisted. But which 

shall we use? To begin with intellect and knowledge, shall only 

the purer sorts enter into the combination? If it were so, there 

would be an end to all practical life, which is obliged to content 

itself with the imperfect and impure sciences. Therefore we are 
compelled to admit into the combination δοίη sorts of intellect 

and knowledge. Shall we do the same with pleasure? Certainly 

not; for while the pleasures themselves would desire an union with 

intellect, as that which should give to them a meaning which they 

have not in themselves, intellect would reject all impure and 

tumultuous delights, as hindering its efforts and stifling its pro- 

ductions; but with the temperate and healthful pleasures, and 

such as walk in the train of virtue, as priestesses in the pro- 

cession of some deity, with these it is willing to have fellowship. 

Having, then, the elements of the mixture, it remains for us 

to enquire according to what law they must be combined. Now, 

first, no combination can be worth anything which is not a érue 
blending: 7ruth, therefore, is a necessary condition; and if it is 

a condition of combination, and the Good is a result of combina- 

tion, we must look for the Good in Truth. Again, no mixture 

can be successful which is without Measure; on measure and pro- 

portion all combination depends, and in these, therefore, likewise 

the Good must abide. Lastly, the effect of measure and propor- 

tion is Beauty and symmetry; and thus we conclude that herein 

also the Good is to be found, 

And now, having not indeed a perfect comprehension of the 

Good,* but a knowledge of tho three shapes in which it mani- 

fests itself, we may endeavour to decide the question, which of 

the two, Pleasure or Intellect, is most akin to it. This is easily 

determined, for pleasure is false and fickle, but intellect is either 

the same as Truth or the nearest akin to it: pleasure is in its 

own nature immoderate, but intellect and knowledge depend upon 

Measure: pleasure has so little claim to Beauty, that it often 

* Which Plato thought unattainable. See Republic, vi. 508, 509. 
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shuns the light, and its expression is always unseemly, but in- 

tellect is a stranger to all that is not comely and decent. 

Upon arriving at this conclusion of the whole argument, So- 

crates delivers the joint decision of the disputants in these words: 

Πάντῃ δὴ φήσεις, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ὑπό τ᾽ ἀγγέλων πέμπων καὶ παροῦσι 
φράζων, ὡς ἡδονὴ κτῆμ᾽ οὐκ ἔστι πρῶτον οὐδ᾽ αὖ δεύτερον, ἀλλὰ 
πρῶτον μέν πῃ περὶ μέτρον καὶ τὸ μέτριον καὶ καίριον καὶ πάνϑ᾽ 
ὁπόσα τοιαῦτα χρὴ νομίζειν τὴν ἀΐδιον ἡρῆσϑαι φύσιν. (66, A.) 

We shall presently have to consider the exact reading and in- 

terpretation of these words; it is sufficient for the summary of 

the Dialogue which I have attempted to give, if we gather from 

them that Measure and things partaking of the nature of measure 

are declared to be the nearest approach to the Good. Next to 

this, and in the second place, Socrates places the Beautiful, the ᾿ 

Symmetrical, the Self-sufficient and Perfect; the third place is 

given to Intellect and Thought; the fourth to the Sciences, the 

Arts, and Right Beliefs; and the fifth to the Purer Pleasures. 

The Dialogue concludes with a short recapitulation, and a noble 

warning, in forming our judgment of pleasure, not to rely, as 

the meaner soothsayers do, on the teaching of irrational natures, 

but on the oracles of the philosophic Muse. 

Of the difficulties presented by this Dialogue none is so im- 

portant, and at the same time so perplexing, as the assignment 

of places to the five different Classes. 
The classification proposed by Ast needs only to be stated for 

any attentive reader to see that it is perfectly irreconcilable with 
the words of Plato, and with the whole tenor of the argument. 

He arranges them thus:—1. The Definite, which is the νοῦς βα- 

σιλεύς, the controlling and arranging principle of the world; 

2. The Indefinite, which is the material substratum on which the 

supreme intelligence is exercised; 8. The Real Synthesis of the 

two former, the Pythagorean κόσμος; 4. The Ideal Synthesis, the 

human intelligence as the reflex of the divine; 5. Pleasure. No- 

thing, as Trendelenburg observes, can be more remote from the 

terms σύμμετρον and καλόν, than the formless and discordant ele- 

ments of matter; nor are νοῦς and φρόνησις capable of being 

understood as the world of beauty and harmony, the living work 

of the supreme mind, Such manifest violence to the plain words 
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of the author can only be accounted for by the desire of making 

a system for Plato, and the vain notion of helping out his sup- 

posed imperfect strivings after a regular gradation from the most 

absolute intellectual to the most sensual. 

Schleiermacher proceeded on a much more reverent and a 

sounder principle. It seemed to him very remarkable that the 

two competitors whose relative claims the whole Dialogue is oc- 

cupied in discussing, should appear at the final award not as 

second and third, but as fourth and fifth. How could the in- 

troduction of these new claimants be accounted for? His answer 

is, that we must look for the explanation to those treatises to 

which the Philebus is intended to be subordinate and introductory, 
the Timeus and the Republic. As in the former Plato proposed 

to give an account of the constitution of the world, and in the 

latter, that of human society, he prepares us for both by in- 

timating that in the gradation of Good that which is universal 

must be placed before that which concerns men in particular. 

He accounts for the third place only being assigned to νοῦς and 

φρόνησις by observing that it is not the divine mind which is 
here intended, but that mind, which is itself an element in the 

Mixture. This mind, according to him, is the ¢ruth spoken of 

above as one of the three conditions of combination. ‘For the 

mind is the sole home of Truth, which first gives a reality to 

things, and it occupies therefore, as a kind of mediator, a middle 

place between the universal generated good, and the particular 

good of man.’ Few readers will be satisfied with an explanation 

which accounts for the introduction of new and important matter 

into the very conclusion of an argument, by supposing an anti- 

cipation of what is to be said elsewhere. There is an end to 

the unity of the Dialogue, and, indeed, to all the laws of dis- 

putation, if we are suddenly to be informed of some most im- 

portant doctrines, as to the proof of which we are left to guess 

(for no promise of the kind is held out) that it may be forth- 

coming on a future occasion. But the distribution of Schleier- 

macher is likewise so far unsatisfactory, that he does not explain 

in what respect the second class differs from the first. I cannot 

however assent to Trendelenburg’s objection to his view of the third 

class, that the mind which gives reality to things is the Supreme 

Mind, and consequently can have nothing to do with the νοῦς 
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and φρόνησις, which are ingredients in the Mixture. For it is 

evident that the meaning of Schleiermacher is, that the mind here 

spoken of gvves /o us a sense of the reality of things, and is there- 
fore convertible with ἀλήϑεια, and is thus a fit intermediate be- 

tween the Universe and Man. But this question will be better 

discussed when we have examined Trendelenburg’s own classification. 

Trendelenburg himself understands the-uéroov καὶ μέτριον x. τ. ἕ. 

to include all the three conditions of combination; for, according 

to his view, the first class contains the absolute Idea of Good 

and all those Ideas which are connected with it; and the second 

differs from the first, as being the realisation of these same Ideas 

in the Universe. But it is unaccountable why Plato, if he had 

intended the καλὸν and ἀλήϑεια to occur twice in his enumeration, 
should have suppressed the latter altogether, and mentioned the ° 

former only in its secondary phasis; and altogether it is a strange 

way of indicating the same things, to designate them, first as ab- 

solute, and then as manifested in forms, by a perfectly distinct set 

of names. But the whole hypothesis rests on a translation which 
the words above quoted will not bear: “et guidquid ejusmodi ceter- 

nam naturam suscepisse credendum est.” In the first place, ὁπόσα 
χρὴ τοιαῦτα νομίζειν x. τ. & cannot be taken so: for this would 

be expressed by ὁπόσα, τοιαῦτ᾽ ὄντα, χρὴ vowife,—and though the 

order might be changed, the participle would still be indispensable. * 

But even if we conceded such an interpretation, what would be- 

come of πρῶτον μέν πῃ περὶ wétrgov? It is obvious that, in 
such a case, περὶ has neither meaning nor construction. But, above 

all, such an expression as “to have adopted (or received) the 

eternal nature,” is at variance with the whole method of Plato. For 

if the Good is to be sought for in these things, it must be because 

they are emanations or productions of it; whereas, according to 

this view, the Good 7s superadded to them, and that through 

their seeking it. But no one conversant with the language will 

understand ἠρῆσϑαι in the sense of παρειληφέναι, or still less of 

* The order has been changed, and most injuriously to the sense, on the 
authority of the Bodleian MS., from τοιαῦτα χρὴ to χρὴ τοιαῦτα. Χρὴ νομί- 
Cew is plain enough when used of some conclusion, which, but for the argu- 
ment, disputants would not have admitted. But what force or even sense is 
there in saying, ‘all such things as we are bound to believe to have taken 
upon themselves the eternal nature?’ It is therefore evident that we must 
read ὁπόσα τοιαῦτα, and understand ἐστί. 
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εἰληχέναι. And then, again, why have we the perfect? In speak- 

ing of a fact which has no reference to any particular time, the 

only proper tense would have been ἑλέσϑαι. Those who feel these 

objections will not need to have them confirmed by a consideration 

of the unsuitableness of the sense thus extorted from them; and 

yet the sense is in itself very objectionable, because it would 

amount to this,—that Plato having sought, by a laborious ar- 

gument, for that which had most affinity with the Good, at last 

found it—in the Idea of the Good! The continual allusions to 

this search, finding its neighbourhood, coming to its threshold, 

its taking refuge with the Beautiful and the like, all point to the 

true reading of the passage, which, by the slight change of ‘HIP 

into ‘HYP, removes all the objections alleged above.* It will 

not be necessary to do more than point out the other miscon- 

ceptions on which Trendelenburg’s explanations are built, viz. the 

supposed opposition between ἡρῆσϑαι and γενεᾶς, which is an- 

nihilated by the particle αὖ, which shows that azother kind is 

spoken of; and the notion that the third kind is the Idea con- 

sidered subjectively, the Idea in so far as it is the ground of 

human knowledge. Surely if the Idea is not just this and no- 
thing else, it is a mere abstraction, and Plato would not bid us 

look for the Good in that. 

Stallbaum’s view will be at once understood from the classi- 

fication with which he accompanies that of Plato. 1. τὸ αἴτιον. 
2. τὸ ξυμμισγόμενον. 3. τὸ αἴτιον καὶ τὸ πέρας. 4. τὸ καϑαρὸν 
πέρας. 5. τὸ καϑαρὸν ἄπειρον. Those who look for realities in 
Plato, and who believe that Plato looked for them himself, will 

never be brought to admit that his own desire—yadeiv πειρᾶσϑαι 

ti ποτ᾽ ἔν τ᾽ ἀνθρώπῳ καὶ τῷ παντὶ πέφυκεν ἀγαϑόν, καὶ τίν᾽ ἰδέαν 

αὐτὴν εἶναί ποτε μαντευτέον (64, Α) could be satisfied with a barren 

dialectic scheme, or that he would offer such a result to his readers. 

There is not a single hint (and we know how fond Plato is of 

hints) to show that he any longer dwells upon the fourfold divi- 

sion of γένη, propounded before. Nor does the classification of 

Stallbaum at all tally with that of Plato; for τὸ μέτρον καὶ τὸ 

μέτριον καὶ τὸ καίριον καὶ mav® ὁπόσα τοιαῦτα is such a way of 
expressing the Idea of the Good (which Stallbaum rightly looks 

* For a further discussion of this point see Notes on the Text. 
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upon as synonymous with αἰτία) ἢ as nobody would ever have 
thought of, unless he had been predetermined by some theory to 

find that meaning in the words: and this remark applies to many 

other interpreters of the passage under consideration. As to 

the second class,—z0 ξυμμισγόμενον is, doubtless, equivalent to τὰ 
ὄντα; but I deny that τὰ ὄντα are intended, or could be con- 

veyed, by such a periphrasis as τὸ σύμμετρον καὶ καλόν, καὶ τὸ 
τέλεον καὶ fxavdv, καὶ πάνϑ᾽ ὁπόσα τῆς γενεᾶς αὖ ταύτης ἐστίν. 

The only observation that need be made as to the third class, 

is, that it is a confusion in place of a division. The νοῦς which 

is αἰτία, (A), may be considered as πέρας, that is, the absolute 

Mind may be thought of only as contemplating its own Ideas. 

And, again, the νοῦς which is πέρας, (B), may be considered as 

so far αἰτία, that it imitates the productions of the νοῦς which - 

is αἰτία. But B is identical with the fourth class, or ἐπιστῆμαι, 

and A is liable to the same objection as Trendelenburg’s expla- 

nation; namely, that such a view supposes us to look for the 
Good in that which is no ‘hing, but the mere common name or 

property of two things. 

I will now venture to offer my own solution of these difficulties. 
The Good which appeared most suitable for man was found in 

the combination of two human conditions. It is reasonable, then, 

to expect that in combination universally we approach most nearly 

to the wniversal Good; but combination depends upon three 

things—Measure, Beauty, Truth: and wherever we trace these, 

the Good cannot be far off. Now, we trace Measure in τὸ μέ- 

τριον, τὸ καίριον, and all that evinces adaptation of one to another; 

Beauty in τὸ καλόν, τὸ ἵχανόν, τὸ τέλεον, and all that is complete 
and harmonious iz ése/f; Truth (subjective) in the νοῦς καὶ φρό- 

νήσις of man, as that wherein the real is distinguished from the 

seeming, and the eternal from the accidental: νοῦς δ᾽ ἤτοι ταὐτὸν 

καὶ ἀλήϑειά ἐστιν, ἢ πάντων ὁμοιότατον. (θὅ, ν.) But why do the 
three occur in this order? Not because there is any superiority 

of πρεσβεία or δύναμις in any of them, as in the case of τάγα- 

dv, but because there is a difference between them as to priority 

* Phed. 97, foll, Zim. 30. A. Rep. 508, foll. Nevertheless, I entirely agree 

with Trendelenburg, that tayaSév and ὁ δημιουργὸς were held by Plato to be 

quite distinct. 
+ The very multiplication of kindred adjectives is a proof that we are to 

find one object in many, not to contemplate an Idea in itself. 
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in thought, or because the sphere in which they are exhibited 
differs as to extent. Everything in the whole universe presents 

an example of τὸ μέτριον in some form or other; this, therefore, 

comes first. One of the results of this adaptation is the per- 

fection of individual things as to beauty or use (τὸ ἱκανόν): and 
this, being a result and part of the former, is placed after it. 

The least comprehensive of the trio is Intellect and Thought; to 

these therefore, as the embodiment of Truth, (whence it is plain 

that the pure speculative faculty is meant) the third place is as- 

signed. In the fourth place come the subordinates of νοῦς, viz. 

the Sciences, the Arts, and Right Beliefs. Nor are we unpre- ἢ 

pared for this division, since all along νοῦς has been used to 

express either the Divine Intelligence or the Human indifferently; 

whereas it is to the latter that, the practical faculties belong so 

that when the corresponding division to that of ἡδοναὶ had to 

be made, it was made not in νοῦς, which did not admit of it, 

but in the ἐπιστῆμαι. The Pure Pleasures will naturally come 
next in order. 

It may be objected that something more than a greater extent 

of sphere is implied in the question in p. 64, c: Ti δῆτ᾽ ἐν τῇ 
ξυμμίξει τιμιώτατον ἅμα καὶ μάλιστ᾽ αἴτιον x. τ. & which 
is answered by naming τὸ μέτρον: with the further remark that 

from μέτρον κάλλος necessarily flows, so that the first would seem 
to be upheld as the antecedent condition, and the second as one 

of the effects of that condition. In like manner also it may be 

said that the third, which in the inquiry figures as ἀλήϑεια, but 
in the declaration of the verdict is called νοῦς καὶ φρόνησις (a 
variation which is accounted for by the paragraph at the end of 

p. 63, Ὁ dé γ᾽ ἡμέτερος λόγος x. τ. &.) is spoken of as necessary 
to the χρᾶσις, only because, as had been formerly said, without 

Truth “no true mixture can be made, nor, being made, exist’; 

so that this also is inferior to the first, because, though it is a 

condition as the other is, it is one in the quality of the ingre- 
dients, and not lying in the very conception of all mixture. 

But this mode of explanation does not help us when we come 

to enquire why ἀλήϑεια is postponed to κάλλος; why, if So- 
crates had intended to bring these three as rival claimants into 

competition, and to assign them their places according to their 

comparative merits, he should have made that remarkable state- 
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ment at the beginning of p. 65, Οὐκοῦν εἰ μὴ ule δυνάμεϑα ἰδέᾳ 
τἀγαϑὸν ϑηρεῦσαι, σύντρισι x. t. &.; and lastly, why, in mention- 
ing the three, which he does seven or eight times, he observes 

no order, but places any one of them indifferently in the middle 
or at either extreme of the series, 

It must be remembered that the main object of enquiry is to 

ascertain the relative claims of Intellect and Pleasure to the name 

of Good, and that the question arising out of this is, not What 

is the Good, but Where is it? To such a question the first answer 

would naturally be ἐμ Measure, which is the largest sphere, (be- 

cause Measure contains all things,) and in things according to 

Measure, which are in fact all things made conformably to the 

great pattern, the ov ἕνεκα, according to which the supreme αἰτία 

works. In brief, the wider and more populous region deseryes 

the first mention in a question of dwelling-place, or place of ma- 

nifestation, such as has here been the object of search. If we 

do not understand Plato thus, there is no other possible way of 

understanding him except as intending to tell us that mere Form 

is a better thing than Beauty, and Beauty than Reason, which 

is quite incredible. 

This way of explaining the enumeration of the classes is very 

different from that which is given in an author quoted by Sto- 

beeus Eel. Eth. ii. 6, 4, Πρῶτον μὲν γὰρ ἀγαϑὸν τὴν ἰδέαν αὐτὴν 
ἀποφαίνεται, ὅπερ ἐστὶ ϑεῖον καὶ χωριστόν: δεύτερον δὲ τὸ ἐκ φρο- 
νήσεως καὶ ἡδονῆς σύνϑετον, ὅπερ ἐνίοις δοκεῖ κατ᾽ αὐτὸ εἶναι τέλος 
τῆς ἀνθρωπίνου ζωῆς" τρίτον αὐτὴν καϑ᾽ αὐτὴν τὴν φρόνησιν" τέ- 
tagtov τὸ ἐκ τῶν ἐπιστημῶν καὶ τεχνῶν σύνϑετον: πέμπτον αὐτὴν 

ne? αὑτὴν τὴν ἡδονήν. This division is expressly referred to the 
Philebus; bat when we consider that the writer was himself 

making a system of Plato’s definitions, and dividing them under 

the heads τῷ γένει, τοῖς τόποις, τοῖς εἴδεσι, we are prepared for 
a little straining of his author to suit his theory. The objections 

to this theory are the same as have been urged against Stall- 

baum, and may be summed up in this, that such a division is 

not reconcilable with the language of Plato. At the same time, 

I do not deny that Measure and all its cognates, are, according 

to Plato, the nearest approach to the Idea, nor that the κοινὸς 

βίος in its quality of ἱκανὸν will come under the second deno- 

mination, in that it partakes of it; but in a discussion as to 
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what causes make a certain thing an object of choice, in ascer- 

taining which, we find the Good, it is absurd to class the thing 

itself as one of the results of our search. Else indeed, it might 

be thought to have an equal right to the jist place; but Plato 

seems to have confined this to the instances of antecedent suitable- 

ness, ΟΥ̓ of the modes of combination, and to have reserved for 
the second those things which owe their own excellence to such 

combinations. 

The parts in this Dialogue which are confessedly Pythagorean, 

namely the power of Number, the elementary and opposite pro- 

perties of πέρας and ἄπειρον, and the distinction between Empiri- 

cal and Mathematical knowledge as applied to music, could not 

be better illustrated than by setting before the reader the Ex- 

tracts from Béckh’s Phi/olaus, and the fragments of Philolaus 

himself, which bear upon these’ topics. These will be found in 
the Appendix. A few other Extracts from different authors are 

added in order to illustrate various matters touched upon in the 

course of the Dialogue. 

For all other more or less certain information, such as the 

bearing of the Philebus on the rest of the Platonic doctrines, 

the date of its composition, its intrinsic value as ἃ contribu- 

tion to Moral Philosophy etc., I must leave the reader to those 

who profess to teach them; I have been content to confine my- 

self to the task of endeavouring to understand what appeared 

on the face of the text, and of ascertaining as far as possible 

the yery words of the author, unencumbered by the additions of 

ignorant men, and set free from the blunders of negligent tran- 

seribers. 1 have trusted no other MS. authority save that of the 

Bodleian in the first place, and of the Coislinian in the second. 

Where these guides have failed to satisfy me, I have endeavoured 

to constitute the text according to the principles of Criticism, 

without caring to suit the taste or to defer to the prejudices of 
any School, Much that I had spared, and even tried to defend, 

in a former. Edition I now unhesitatingly condemn, whether I 

have seen my way to correcting it or not. I have known critics 
to be charged with making difficulties and fancying faults for the 

pleasure of displaying their ingenuity in conjecture. The charge, 
shows a thorough ignorance of the very frame of mind in which 

a critical scholar is obliged to work: such an one well knows 
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that, if he durst so tamper with his own sense of truth, he would 

most certainly and speedily injure the one instrument on which 

he relies for success, his judgment. Others there are who treat 

all conjecturing as at best an effort of wit, and a pretty pastime. 

Such persons seem not to have considered that, if the ἄπειρον of 

verbal criticism consists of changes of similar letters and com- 

pendia, transpositions, bracketings and indications of hiatus, the 

πέρας which is to bring these elements to a γένεσις is, not a dithy- 
rambie ecstasy which exults in its own contortions and tosses 

about wildly whatever it picks up, but a cold, severe, watchful 

calculation of probabilities, which shuns all outbreaks of fancy as 

interruptions of its work. *But why should any one try to expostu- 
late with the gainsayers? Some of them are too ignorant of the 

language to see any faults, and therefore cannot see the use of 

corrections. And yet it is useless to tell them so, for they an 

count on the applause of the many hundred minds which they 

have perverted. Some haye tried verbal criticism and failed; and 

hate the pursuit which would not gratify their vanity and yield 

them fame. Let us dismiss the former with: 

εὐδαιμονίζων ὄχλος ἐξέπληξέ σε. 

and the latter with: 

ἀπόλωλεν ἁλήϑει᾽, ἐπεὶ σὺ δυστυχεῖς; 

The only kind of observation to which I do not feel indifferent, 

is the imputation of having offered the corrections of others as 
my own. But this I anticipate by saying that I possess no 

edition of Plato later than that of Didot, and no Philological 

journal except the two series of the Mnemosyne. If any one 

has claims on aught that appears in this Book, let him give me 

the opportunity of righting him, and I shall be thankful for it. 



TA TOY ΔΙΑΛΟΓΟΥ͂ TPOZQITA 

ΣΩΚΡΑΊΗΣ, ΠΡΩΤΑΡΧΟΣ, 
ΦΙΛΗΒΟΣ. 

1. Ὅρα δή, Πρώταρχε, τίνα λόγον μέλλεις παρὰ Φιλήβου 

Ρ. 11 

Steph. 

δέχεσϑαι νυνὶ χαὶ πρὸς τίνα τὸν mag ἡμῖν ἀμφισβητεῖν, ἐὰν B 
μή σοι χατὰ voiv ἢ λεγόμενος. 

ἑχάτερον; 
ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 

βούλει συγχεφαλαιωσώμεϑ᾽ 

SQ. Φίληβος μὲν τοίνυν ἀγαϑὸν εἶναί φησι τὸ χαίρειν “τᾶσι 
ζώοις χαὶ τὴν ἡδονὴν χαὶ τέρψιν, καὶ ὅσα τοῦ γένους ἐστὶ τού- 
του σύμφωνα" τὸ δὲ mag ἡμῶν ἀμφισβήτημἠ ἐστὶ μὴ ταῦτα, 
ἀλλὰ τὸ φρονεῖν χαὶ τὸ νοεῖν χαὶ τὸ μεμνῆσϑαι χαὶ τὰ τούτων 

Tpérapxe] The dialogue is supposed 
to commence at the moment when So- 
erates turns from Philebus to Protar- 
chus. When the speaker changes his 
address from one person to another, or 
from several to some one or more out 
of the whole number, @ is often 
omitted before the vocative, as in 
Parm. 1360; Symp. 216 a, 2173; Eu- 
thyd. 2968; Prot. 358%, 359.4; Phileb. 
124, 288. The same omission also 
takes place when the speaker is repre- 
sented as calling in an especial manner 

_ on the attention of the person addressed ; 
as in Gorg. 489 A, 5214 (where Cal- 
licles would fain let the conversation 
drop), Symp. 172 4, 175.4, 213£; Eu- 
thyd. 293p, 2940, 295D. In Symp. 
173 Ἑ, if a second ἕταιρος is speaking 
(which is probable on other grounds), 
the omission may be accounted for in 
the same manner. I confess that in 
Phedr, 261.4, Soph. 220 v, 234, Hu- 
thyd. 300 A, the reason is not so evident: 
though in the first three instances there 
is a suspension of the argument, and 
an appeal to the person addressed. 

ἀγαθόν) Not τάγαϑόν: for Philebus’ 
Platonis Philebus. 

assertion is not represented as being 
one about The Good in itself, but merely 
this; that pleasure, and that which is 
akin to it, has a right to the name of 
good in its proper signification, which 
Socrates denies, while claiming the name 
for mind, knowledge and all things 
belonging to that class. 

τέρψιν] Why not τὴν τέρψιν ἢ Pro- 
bably because verbal forms of this kind 
have less of the nature of the noun 
than ἀρετή, δόξα, ἡδονή; and because, 
as denoting a process, and not a stase, 
they cannot assume the article without 
being thereby confined to a particular 
instance. 

μὴ ταῦτα] not ἀγαθὰ εἶναι, but 
ἀμείνω γίγνεσθαι, which is equivalent 
to ἄμεινον εἶναι ταῦτα γίγνεσθαι. I 
have no doubt that τῆς γ᾽ ἡδονῆς 
is an interpolation. A still worse one 
is δυνατοῖς, which was probably in- 
serted to fill up a lacuna caused by 
the obliteration of the syllable TO. 
There is no way of avoiding an absurd 
repetition, but to make μετασχεῖν a 
new subject, and this cannot be done 
without the article. 

1 
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αὖ ξυγγενῆ, δόξαν τ ὀρϑὴν χαὶ ἀληϑεῖς λογισμούς, (ths 7 

IMAATQNOS PIAHBOS. 

᾿ ὅδο- 
C νῆς] ἀμείνω καὶ λῴω γίγνεσϑαι ξύμτεασιν, ὕσαπερ αὐτῶν δυνατὰ 

ager wal τὸ [διγατοῖο] δὲ Ὁ ΛΡΑΝ “ὐφελεμώτατον ἁπάν- 

D 

Toy εἶναι σεᾶσι τοῖς οὖσί τε χαὶ ἐσομένοις. 

λέγομεν, ὦ Φίληβε, Ge 

μῶν οὐχ οὕτω OS 

OL. Πάῤτων μὲν οὖν μάλιστα, ὦ Σώχφατες. Ἔ 
SQ. Ζέχει δὴ τοῦτον τὸν viv διδόμενον, ὦ Πρώταρχε, 

λόγον; 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿Ανάγκη δέχεσϑαι" Φίληβος γὰρ ἡμῖν ὃ καλὸς ἀπεί- 

ρηχεν. 
’ ~ δὴ» ἊΜ] ΣΩ, Δεῖ δὴ τιερὶ αὐτῶν τρόττῳ παντὶ τάληϑές πῃ περαν- 

ϑῆναι; 

ΠΡΩ. Asi γὰρ οὖν. 
ΣΩ, "Td δή, τιρὸς τούτοις διομολογησώμεϑα zai τόδε. 

TIP, To ποῖον; 

eB a γῦν ἡμῶν ἑχάτερος ἕξιν ψυχῆς χαὶ διάϑεσιν ἀπο- 

φαίνειν τιν᾽ ἐπιχειρήσει, τὴν δυναμένην ἀνθρώποις πᾶσι τὸν βίον 

εὐδαίμονα :ταρέχειν. ̓  de οὐχ οὕτως; 

ΠΡΩ. Οὕτω μὲν οὖν. 
FQ. 

φρονεῖν; 

TIPQ. Ἔστι ταῦτα. 

> Ds ie - . 3 ~ , ς - 2 x ‘ ~ 
Οὐχοῦν ὑμεῖς μὲν τὴν τοῦ χαίρειν, ἡμεῖς δ᾽ αὖ τὴν τοῦ 

ΣΩ, Τί δ᾽ ἂν ἄλλη τις κρείττων τούτων φανῇ; μῶν οὐκ, 
E ἂν μὲν ἡδονῇ μᾶλλον φαίνηται ξυγγενής, ἡττώμεϑα μὲν ἀμφό- 

τεροι τοῦ ταύτην ἔχοντος βεβαίως βίου, χρατεῖ δ᾽ ὃ τῆς ἡδονῆς 
- ~ ‘ 

12 τοῦ τῆς φρονήσεως; 

᾿Δέχει] It is a fond fancy of one of 
the Editors that δέχεσθαι τὸ διδόμε- 
γον is ἃ proverb ; and that the answer 
᾿Ανάγχη is in allusion to this. In the 
passage quoted for. the purpose (Gorg. 
499, C) τὸ παρὸν ev ποιεῖν is the popular 
Saying referred to. The _pracle given 
to Myscellus δῶρον δ᾽ ὃ τι δῷ τις 
éralvet, “be content with your portion” 
is quoted indeed by the Paroemio- 
graphers, but it is not alluded to here. 
1 take this opportunity of restoring 
another proverbial saying to one of the 
80. called Platonic Dialogues. (Amatores 
134, n.) ᾿Εγὼ μέν, ὦ Σώχρατες, Oyqy 

τὸ λεγόμενον δὴ 1 τοῦτο καὶ νῦν 
Read χἂν ὗν γνῶναι. See Laches 196, 
p, and the Scholium thereon. 

διάθεσιν] The place of this word and 
its redundancy, to say nothing of the 
technical character of the word itself, 
incline me to put χαὶ διάθεσιν in 
brackets. 

ταύτην ἔχοντος) The common reading 
is ταῦτα, which is explained as referring 
to τὸ χρείττω φανῆναι; but though 
ἔχειν might be used in such a sense, 
Rew βεβαίως shows that a real pos- 
session is intended,—that is, the ἕξις 
χαὶ διάϑεσις ψυχῆς spoken of above. 



HAATQNOS ΦΙΛΉΒΟΣ. 

HPQ. Nai. 

ὃ 

TIP2. Ἐμοὲ γοῦν δοχεῖ. 

ΣΩ, “Av δέ ye φρονήσει, νιχᾷ μὲν φρόνησις τὴν ἡδονήν, ἣ 
ΝΟΣ μὰ “Ὁ « ς , , Ww ~ 
ἡστᾶται; ταῦϑ' οὕτως δμολογούμενά φατε, ἢ πτῶς;. 

22. Τί δὲ Φιλήβῳ; τί φής; 
OF. Ἐμοὶ μὲν “«ἄντως νικᾶν ἡδονὴ δοχεῖ τὸ χαὶ δόξει" σὺ 

δέ, Howragye, αὐτὸς γνώσει, 

TPQ. Tagadots; ὦ φίληβε, 

χύριος εἴης τῆς τερὸς ΣΣωχράτη 

ἡμῖν τὸν λόγον οὐχ ἂν ἔτι 

ὁμολογίας ἢὺὴ καὶ τοὐναντίον. 
OL. CAMA) λέγεις" ἀλλὰ γὰρ ἀφοσιοῦμαι καὶ μαρτύρομαι B 

- Ps ‘ , 

viv αὑτὴν τὴν ϑεὸν. 

TPQ. Καὶ ἡμεῖς σοι τούτων γ᾽ αὐτῶν συμμάρῤτυρες ἂν 
εἶμεν, [ὡς ταῦτ᾽ ἔλεγες ἃ λέγεις]. ἀλλὰ δὴ τὰ μετὰ Tabs? 
ἑξῆς, ὦ Σώχρατες, ὅμως καὶ μετὰ Φιλήβου ἑκόντος ἢ ὅπως ἂν 
ἐθέλῃ πειρώμεϑα περαίνειν. 

Nor again is it conceivable that Plato 
would indicate these by a neuter plural, 
or by any plural at all, since they are 
not really two things, but the same 
thing differently viewed. The confasion 
between the apostrophus and thé com- 
pendium for ny is one of the com- 
monest which occur in manuscripts. 1 
have changed τὸν τ. @. into τοῦ τ. 9. 
It is ridiculous to appeal to Greek 
Tragedy as a standard of prose syntax. 
The {spurious Passage in the Birds (v. 
420) χρατεῖν ἂν ἢ τὸν ἐχϑρὸν, is worthy 
of ν ὠφελεῖν which follows it. 
A δ᾽ ἅται] I formerly proposed 

τῆς δ᾽ ἡττᾶται, but this would be ‘al- 
most as much a repetition as the other. 
Perhaps the redundancy is due to the 
construction with μέν, which was wanted 
for the sake of emphasis. 

δοκεῖ re καὶ δόξει] Unless we are 
prepared to suppose with Stallbaum 
that a certain climax is intended in 
these words, ‘videtur, et vero etiam vi- 
debitur’ we must believe te to be in- 
dispensable, though ‘all the MSS,’ (that 
is, two independent sources, and the 

copies made from them) omit it. 
αὐτὸς γνώσει) Literally, yourself 

shall determine; you shall do as you 
please. Gorgias 505, ¢: Sw, Etsy: τί 
οὖν ποιήσομεν ; μεταξὺ τὸν λόγον xata- 

λύομεν: Κα. Αὐτὸς γνώσει. Eurip. 
Ton 1356 Πυϑ.: λαβών νυν αὐτὰ τὴν 
τεχοῦσαν ἐχπόνει. "Lov: “Ασιάδ᾽ ἐπὲλ- 
Ow πᾶσαν, Ἑὐρώπης 5᾽ ὅρους; Ths. : 
γνώσει τάδ᾽ atrds.—for this is the trae " 
reading of that passage. See also Thu- 
ceyd. A, 99, init. and Men. Helly vy 1 
34, where the men implicated in the 
bloodshed αὐτοὶ γνόντες ἀπῆλθον ἐχ τῆς 
KoptvSov. 

ἀφοσιοῦμαι) I set myself free from 
the pollution; J disclaim all share in the 
guilt. This was done by a variety of 
trifling formal acts, such as pretending 
to spit, &e., or by the use of certain 
words. Hence, in the later Greek 
writers, to do anything for form's sake 
and without serious purpose, is δρᾶν 
τι ὁσίας ydow or ὅσον ἀφοσιώσασθαι. 
In the Attic authors 1 know of no in- 
stance where the words are thus used 
without some accompanying notion of 
the discharge from a religious obliga- 
tion or compliance with a religious ce- 
remony. 

[ὡς ταῦτ᾽ ἔλεγες ἃ λέγει9}} A most un- 
necessary addition after τούτων αὐτῶν, 
or rather a false gloss, for τούτων αὖ- 
τῶν means τοῦ ἀφοσιώσασσαί σε χαὶ 
μαρτύρασθαι τὴν ϑεόν. 

ὅπως -ἂν ἐθέλῃ] A polite way of 
implying ἢ βίᾳ Φιλήβου. 

1* 
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32. Πειρατέον, aw αὐτῆς! δὲ τῆς ϑεοῦ, ἣν ὅδ᾽ “Aggodi- 
> ~ 

τὴν μὲν λέγεσϑαί φησι, τὸ δ᾽ ἀληϑέστατον αὐτῆς ὄνομ᾽ ἣδο- 
γὴν εἶναι. 

ΠΡΩ, Ὀρϑύτατα. 
ΣΩ, Τὸ δ᾽ ἐμὸν δέος, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ἀεὶ πρὸς τὰ τῶν ϑεῶν 

> , 3 > ΡΣ >» > ‘ , - , , 

ὀνόματ᾽ οὐχ ἔστι vat’ ἄνϑρωτσιον, ἀλλὰ τεέρα τοῦ μεγίστου φό-- 
‘ ~ \ As τἂν , rT > ’ , , βου. χαὶ νῦν τὴν μὲν ᾿Α΄φροδίτην, Onn ᾿χείνῃ φίλον, ταύτῃ 

, ‘ 2 © Χ 1.) ς » , sg 
σιροσαγορεύω" τὴν δ᾽ ἡδονὴν οἶδ᾽ ὡς ἔστι ποιχίλον, χαὶ O70EQ 

εἶπον, ἀπ᾽ ἐχείνης ἡμᾶς ἀρχομένους ἐνθυμεῖσθαι δεῖ χαὶ σχο- 
"κεν ἥντινα φύσιν ἔχει. ἔστι γάρ, ἀκούειν μὲν οὕτως ἁτελῶς, 
ἕν τι, μορφὰς δὲ δήσιου στιαντοίας εἴληφε καί τινὰ τρότον ἀνο-- 

D μοίους ἀλλήλαις. ἰδὲ γάρ, ἥδεσθαι μέν φαμεν τὸν ἀχολασταί- 
γοντ᾽ ἄνϑρωπον, ἥδεσθαι δὲ χαὶ τὸν σωφρονοῦντ᾽ αὐτῷ τῷ ̓ 
σωφρονεῖν: ἥδεσϑαι δὲ καὶ τὸν ἀνοηταίνοντα καὶ ἀνοήτων δο- 

a ae , , co ἢ > x x ~. > Voss 
Sav nai ἐλτιίδων μεστόν, ἥδεσθαι δ᾽ ab τὸν φρονοῦντ αὑτῷ 

τῷ φρονεῖν" χαὶ τούτων τῶν ἡδονῶν ἑχατέρας πῶς ἄν τις ὁμοίας 
> , > ἢ / γ > , / 3 » , 

ἀλλήλαις εἶναι λέγων οὐχ ἀνόητος φαίνοιτ᾽ ἐνδίχως; 
τ ΠΡΩ, Εἰσὶ μὲν γὰρ ἀπ᾽ ἐναντίων, ὦ Σώχρατες, αὗται 

, > 4 > , 7S , τὰ , ~ ‘ c Ul 

πραγμάτων, οὐ μὴν αὐταί γ᾽ ἀλλήλαις ἐναντίαι. mmHg γὰρ ἡδονή 

Ey ἡδονῇ [μὴ] οὐχ ὁμοιότατον ἂν εἴη, τοῦτ᾽ αὐτὸ ξαυτῷ, ττάν- γ᾽ ἡδονῇ [μὴ] οὐχ δμοιότατον ἂν εἴη, τοῦτ᾽ αὐτὸ ξαυτῷ, 7 
TOY χρημάτων; 

ar αὐτῆς δέ] Some MSS. have δή. 
It is impossible to decide between them 
while the rest of the sentence remains 
faulty. Every one will perceive that 
ἀρξαμένοις, or ἀρχτέον, or some word 
to that effect, must have dropped out. 

Td δ᾽ ἐμὸν δέος] That this was the 
real feeling of Socrates as well as of 
the men of his time is plain from many 
passages. Compare Cratylus 400, E 
where nevertheless he regards the cur- 
rent names of the Gods as of human 
invention. The fear is that there is 
more risk of offending ᾿Αφροδίτη, by 
giving her a new name, though even 
the old one is not certainly correct, 
or free from offence. 

*xelvg] This pronoun is here used in 
preference to ταύτῃ, because the person 
is in her own nature remote and in- 
visible. In the next sentence, an éxet- 
γῆς is put for ἀπὸ ταύτης, on account 
of ὅπερ εἶπον, which makes ἡδονὴ ap- 

pear not as the present subject, but as 
that of a former proposition. 

οὕτως ἁπλῶς) There has been a 
strange scruple, whether these words, 
which are so commonly joined together, 
can be so here; and recourse has been 
had to the expedient of a comma in 
order to separate them. In the double 
contrast which follows it is to be ob- 
served, that on one side the healthy 
desires and the healthy intellect are 
themselves the sonrce of the satis- 
faction, αὐτῷ τῷ σωφρονεῖν, αὐτῷ τῷ 
φρονεῖν, whereas their opposites are but 
the channels of pleasure. This is why 
he adds ἀνοήτων δοξῶν χαὶ ἐλπίδων 
μεστόν. 

πῶς γὰρ κ. τ. &] We have above 
πῶς οὐχ ἂν φαίνοιτο, which is the or- 
dinary construction. The μιὴ is noth- 
ing more than a result of carelessly 
reading HAONHIOYX. 



ΠΛΆΤΩΝΟΣ ΦΙΛΗΒΟΣ. or 

~ x 32. Kai γὰρ χρῶμα, ὦ δαιμόνιε, [χρώματι] κατά γ᾽ αὐτὸ 
“- Ὁ ~ ~ ‘ ~ 

τοῦτ᾽ οὐδὲν διοίσει, τὸ χρῶμ᾽ εἶναι wiv" τό ye μὴν μέλαν τῷ 
- , ? « ~ 

λευχῷ τιάντες γιγνώσχομεν ὡς πρὸς τῷ διάφορον εἶναι χαὶ 
Ν , ‘ ~ 

ἐναντιώτατον ὃν τυγχάνει" χαὶ δὴ χαὶ σχῆμα [σχήματι] κατὰ 
> ~ ~ ~ 

ταὐτὸν γένει μέν ἐστι way ἕν, τὰ δὲ μέρη τοῖς μέρεσιν αὐτοῦ 
‘ A > , be , ‘ ‘ , > » , τὰ μὲν ἐναντιώτατ᾽ ἀλλήλοις, τὰ δὲ διαφορότητ᾽ ἔχοντα μυρίαν 13 

, 4 , 2 Ἵ 2 co , 2 > c , «τ 

σπου τυγχάνει. χαὶ πόλλ᾽ ἕτερ᾽ οὕτώς ἔχονθ᾽ εὑρήσομεν, ὥστε 

τούτῳ ye τῷ λόγῳ μὴ πίστευε, τῷ meta τἀναντιώταϑ'᾽ ἕν 
σποιοῦντι. φοβοῦμαι δὲ “μή τινας ἡδονὰς ἥδοναϊς εὑρήσοιιεν 

ἐναντίας. 
ΠΡΩ. Ἴσως" Ghai τί TOO?” ἡμῶν. βλάψει τὸν dys 

32. Ὅτι προσαγορεύεις αὔτ᾽ ἀνόμοι᾽ ὄνϑ᾽ ἑτέρῳ, φήσο- 
> ἢ , \ 2 Ν , 2 τ δ, Cor AY ‘ ner, ὀνόματι. λέγεις γὰρ ἀγαϑὰ πάντ᾽ εἶναι τὰ ἡδέα. τὸ μὲν 

3 ~ οὖν μὴ οὐχ ἡδέα εἶναι τὰ ἡδέα λόγος οὐδεὶς ἀμφισβητεῖ" καχὰ δ᾽ B 
a» 3 > »ν Ἀ x ἍΝ x , ς ς - , ς , ‘ 

Ove αὑτῶν τὰ :τολλὰ χαὶ ἀγαθὰ δέ, ὡς ἡμεῖς φαμέν, ὁμοίως σὺ 
, > Ω᾽ > , ς ~ ὯΝ ὃ ὧν Re ~ , 

moocayogeverc [ἀγάϑ'᾽ αὐτά,] ὁμολογῶν ἂν ἀνόμοι᾽ εἶναι τῷ λόγῳ, 

[χρώματι}} This addition is due to 
some blunderer, who made two sen- 
tences out of one. Had χατά γ᾽ been 
the beginning of a new sentence we 
should have had some conjunction. The 
same reason applies to σχήματι. Any 
one may see how much elegance is 
gained by their omission. 

μυρίαν] This is to be understood not 
of the number of differences, but of the 
extent of some particular differences. 
ow Apolog. 38, c. ἐν πενίᾳ μυρίᾳ 
ε 
hein δὲ μή] Compare, among 

other passages, Rep. 451, A; Phaedo 
84,~E, φοβεῖσθε μὴ διάκειμαι, and Arist. 
Nub. 493, δέδοιχά σ᾽, ὦ πρεσβῦτα, μὴ 
πληγῶν δέει. 
Ὅτι προσαγορεύεις)] Because, my side 

will say, you call all these, though un- 
like each other, by a new common name. 
This would be assuming a second ground 
of agreement between them; for that 
they agree in being pleasures is proved 
by their common name of pleasure; but 
it does not follow that they agree in 
anything else, as, for instance, in being 
good. But if Protarchus asserts that 
they are all alike, and yet must con- 
fess that they are not alike good, he 
is bound to mention some other ground 

of likeness. Socrates therefore cannot 
be introduced as asking him for a proof 
that they are ἀγαθά, but as wanting 
to know, forasmuch as they do not agree 
in this respect, in what else they do 
agree. But the received text makes 
him say: “You know they are not all 
“good, and you are ready to admit that 
“they are so far unlike; and yet you 
“call them all good”: which is so ab- 
surd that I have changed ὅμως into 

ὁμοίως, and put dyad αὐτά and ἀγαϑὸν 
ἔδει in brackets. The worse MSS. have 
πάντα before σύ. Had Plato written it, 
he would certainly have placed it imme- 
diately next to αὐτά; but it is due to 
a misconception of the meaning, caused 
by ὅμως. 1 have supplied dy after 
ὁμολογῶν, te before ταῖς, and ταῖς be- 
fore ἀγαϑαῖς for obvious reasons. The 
restoration of dy is necessary for the 
sense; it was probably absorbed by the 
following word. 

τῷ λόγῳ] This belongs to ἀνόμοια: 
for προσαγορεύειν implies ὄνομα, and 
the ground of the ὄνομα is in the λό- 
yos or description. It is worth while 
to quote a passage from the Laws 
which bears on this point, and which 
has been suffered to remain hitherto in 
a very corrupt state. Legg. 895, 896, 



θ ΠΛΑΤΌΝΟΣ PIAHBOS. 

εἴ εἰς σὲ πιροσαναγχάζοι. τἰ οὖν δὴ ταὐτὸν ἔν τε ταῖς λαχαῖς 

ὁμοίως καὶ" ἐν ταῖς ἀγαϑαῖς ἐνὸν πάσας ἡδονὰς [ἀγαϑὸν εἶναι] 

σεροσαγορδύεις ; 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς λέγεις, ὦ. Σώχρατες; οἴει yag τινα [συγγωρή- 

σεσϑαι;] ϑέμενον ἡδονὴν εἶναι τἀγαϑόν, εἶτ᾽ ἀνέξεσϑαί σου }έ- 
C γοντος τὰς μὲν εἶναί τινας ἀγαθὰς ἧδονάς, τὰς δέ τινας [évé- 

ρας}: αὐτῶν χαχάς; 
ΣΩ, 2A οὖν ἀνομοίους γε φήσεις αὐτὰς ἀλλήλαις εἶναι 

nol τινας ἐναντίας. 

ΠΡΩ. Οὔτι χαϑ᾽ ὅσον γ᾽ ἡδοναί. 
XQ. Πάλιν εἰς τὸν ἀὐτὸν φερόμεϑα λόγον, ὦ Πρώταρχε. 

οὐδ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἧδονὴν ἡδονῆς διάφορον, ἀλλὰ πάσας ὁμοίας εἶναι 

φήσομεν, χαὶ τὰ παραδείγματα ἡμᾶς τὰ νῦν δὴ λεχϑέντ᾽ οὐδὲν 
τιτρώσχειν, πεισόμεϑα δὲ χαὶ ἐροῦμεν ἅσιερ οἱ πάντων φαυλό- 
τατοί τὲ “περὶ λόγους ἅμα καὶ νέοι. ; 

ΠΡΩ. Τὰ ποῖα δὴ λέγεις 3 ἰ 
ΣΩ, Ὅτι σὲ μιμούμενος ἐγὼ καὶ ἀμυνόμενος ἐὰν τολμῶ 

λέγειν ὡς τὸ ἀνομοιότατόν ἐστι τῷ ἀνομοιοτάτῳ τυάντων δμοιό- 

"Kort (tt) mov δίχα “διαιρούμενον ἐν 
ἄλλοις τε χαὶ ἐν ἀριθμῷ: τούτῳ δὴ 
τῷ χατ᾽ ἀριϑμὸν ὄνομα μὲν ἤΆρτιον, 
λόγος δὲ, ᾿Αριϑμὸς διαιρούμενος εἰς ἴσα 
δύο μέρη. ..... Μῶν οὖν οὐ ταὐτὸν 
ἑκατέρως προσαγορεύομεν, ἄν τε τὸν 
λόγον ἐρωτώμενοι τοὔνομά ἀποδ:δῶμεν, 
ἄν τε τοὔνομα τὸν λόγον; “ἄρτιον" ὀνό- 
μᾶτι, χαὶ “λόγῳ; “δίχα διαιρούμενον 
«ἀριϑμόν" προσαγορεύοντες ταὐτὸν ὄν; 

᾿ Ki δ᾽ ἔστι τοῦδ᾽ οὕτως ἔχον; 
ap ἔτι (tt) ποθοῦμεν, ἢ ἱχανῶς δέ- 
δεικται ψυχὴν Χ. τ᾿ ξ. (A little lower 
down after γενομένη supply φανεῖσα γε.) 

[συγχωρήσεσθαι} As tiga depends 
immediately on the participle ϑέμενον, if 
we retain συγχωρήσεσθαι we have two 
infinitives συγχωρήσεσθαι and ἀνέξε- 
oa: with an equal right to a position 
which cannot beloug to more than one, 
unless we suppose this to be Greek: 
νομίζω σφαλῆναι τοὺς ἀνθρώπους οἰνω- 
Sévrag ἁμαρτεῖν. τέρας is the sup- 
plement of a man who had never heard 
of τὰς μέν τινας. 

τιτρώσκειν)] The MSS. have titpw- 
oxet. But it cannot be said that ‘these 
examples do not damage them”; but 

only that they refuse to see it. Nor 
could a new independent clause be 
added by means of χαὶ .. οὐδὲν in 
place of οὐδέ, 

πεισόμεθα] The common reading is 
πειρασόμεθα, but some of the better 
MSS. have πειρώμεθα, and the best of 
all, the Bodleian or Codex Clarkianus, 
πειρόμεϑα. The common reading is 
probably the conjecture of a copyist, 
who felt that a future was wanted. It 
will not be expected that 1 should 
adduce any proof in support of so ob- 
vious a correction as that introduced 
into the text. The critic who approved 
of my correction, but at the same time 
wondered that, in finding it, I did not 
also find that χαὶ ἐροῦμεν was spurious, 
does not appear to have considered 
that φερόμεσα is connected with πεισό- 
peda, and φήσομεν with ἐροῦμεν. “We 
shall be in the condition of unpractised 
disputants, and talk their language”. As 
φαυλότατοι does not refer to any other 
φαυλότης but thatin the art of dis- 
putation, I have transposed xa) from 
hefore περὶ to before νέοι. 
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ratory ἕξω ταὐτὰ σδὲ λέγειν, καὶ φανούμεϑά ye νεώτεροι τοῦ 
δέοντος, ned 6. λόγος ἡμῖν ἐχηχεσὼν οἰχήσεται. ἡτάλιν οὖν αὐ- 
τὸν ᾿ἀναχρουώμεϑα, καὶ τάχ᾽ Gv ἰόντες εἰς τὰς ὁμοίας ἴσως ἄν 
aos ἀλλήλοις συγχωρήσαιμεν. 

WPQ.0\ Aéys πῶῤῥ > Ε 

ΣΩ. Ené ϑὲς ὑπὸ σοῦ πάλιν ἐρωτιώμδνον,. ὦ Ἡρώταρχε. 

TIP2. “Τὸ ποῖον" δή; cn Ὁ ἡ 

ΣΩ, Φρόνησίς τε χαὶ ἐπιστήμη καὶ νοῦς nai τεάνϑ'᾽ ὁγιόσα 

δὴ κατ᾽ ἀρχὰς ἐγὼ ϑέμενος εἴσεον [ἀγαϑόν], διερωτώμενος 6 ti 
3 μι} “ Φιῳω» > > , “ΔΑ. οἱ c ‘ not ἐστὶ τἀγαϑόν, ao οὐ ταὐτὸν σπιείσονται tov ὅπερ ὃ σὸς 

τῳ δ ΒΕ ς 

λόγος; 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς; 

SQ. Πολλαί 8᾽ “αἱ ξυνάπασαι ἐπιστῆμαι δόξουσιν εἶναι 
μν > 7 ’ > ~ > , 

χαὶ ἀνόμοιοί τινες αὐτῶν ἀλλήλαις. 
’ ‘ % > , 

εἰ δὲ χαὶ ἐναντίαι πῇ 

γίγνονταί τινες, ἄρ᾽ ἄξιος ἂν εἴην τοῦ, [διαλέγεσθαι γὺν, εἰ 
φοβηϑεὶς τοῦτ᾽ αὐτὸ μηδεμίαν, ἀνόμοιον φαίην ἐπιστήμην ἐπι- 
στήμῃ γίγνεσθαι, “rie? ἡμῖν οὗτος ὃ λόγος ὥσπερ μῦϑος 
wong οἴχοιτο, αὐτοὶ δὲ σωζοίμεϑ᾽ ἐπί τινὸς ἀλογίας; 
τ ᾽ ͵ 

μεευδό αι τοῦ Serres Euthya. 295 D, 
ἀρ αιότερος εἶ τοῦ δέοντος. The latter 
is obviously the familiar expression, 
and that in the text a play upon it. 

ἀνακρουώμεθα)] This figurative ex-~ 
pression; which is properly used οὗ 
backing a ship, has induced some to 

believe that ἐχπεσὼν οἰχήσεται is part 
of the same metaphor. But in all the 
instances given, ἐχπίπτειν is: used of 
the casting away of a voyager, not of 
the stranding of a vessel. Its use here 
is» rather® singular, ~but it probably 
means nothing more than having failed. 
Why avaxo. is in the middle voice, and 
whether αὐτὸν is genuine, others must 
determine. Perhaps we should read 
auto dev. * 

τὰς ὁμοία5)] We must supply λαβάς. 
The Scholiast explains the phrase as 
a metaphor from wrestling. Socrates, 
therefore, proposes that they should 
resume their former position as dispu- 
tants, in order that he may show Pro- 
tarchus the unfairness of the feint 
through which he sought to elude So- 
erates’ questi by prof that he 
should consider himself bound ‘to afford 

Tt.) eee 
Protarchus ‘the same: grip\or, handle; 
that is to distinguish the kinds of ἐπι- 
στῆμαι, when called upon to do so. 
As the phrase is ἐλϑεῖν, and not ἀνελ- 
sety, εἰς λαβάς, it is better to read 
vay” ἂν ἰόντες. With "τάχα and ἴσως 
used separately the ἄν is sometimes 
repeated even in prose. 

[ἀγαθόν}] As διερωτώμενος x. τ. & 
contains the oceasion—“which I men- 
tioned) when I was asked what was The 
Good”,—the word ἀγαϑόν is as super- 
fluous, as it is inelegant. 

ἄξιος] It is altogether foreign to the 
spirit of Attic dialogue ‘to speak of 
being worthy of the honour of disput- 
ing &e.; and even if such a sentiment 
were allowed, it would have been ex- 

pressed by ἄξιος διαλέγεσθαι without 
the article. But all that Plato wrote 
was: ap ἄξιος ἂν εἴην του. 

μῦθος ἀπολόμενος] It is not clear 
whether the original proverb was 6 μῦ- 
So¢ ἐσώϑη or ὁ μῦϑος ἀπώλετο. Pho- 
tius’ testimony is in favour of the former: 
μ- ἐσώθη. ᾿Επίρρημά ἐστι λεγό- 
μενον ἐπ᾽ ἐσχάτῳ τοῖς λεγομένοις μύ- 
ὥρις τοῖς παιδίοις. The Scholiast on 
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ΠΡΩ, ᾿Αλλ ov: μὴν δεῖ τοῦτο γενέσϑαι, πλὴν τοῦ σωϑῆ- 
ναι. τό γε μήν μοι ἴσον τοῦ σοῦ τε χαὶ ἐμοῦ λόγου ἀρέσχει" 
σολλαὶ μὲν ἡδοναὶ καὶ ἀνόμοιοι γιγνέσϑων, τεολλαὶ δ᾽ ἐνιιστῆ; 
μαι χαὶ διάφοροι. 

22. Τὴν τοίνυν διαφορότητα, ὦ Πρώταρχε, τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ 

τοῦ τ᾿ ἐμοῦ καὶ τοῦ σοῦ μὴ ἀπτοχρυτπτόμενοι, κατατιϑέντες δ᾽ 

εἰς τὸ μέσον, Ἱτολμῶμεν ἄν πῃ ἐλεγχόμενοι. μηνύσωσι, :τότερον 
« ‘ > ‘ ~ , nw , »” , »” 

ἡδονὴν τἀγαϑὸν δεῖ λέγειν ἢ φρόνησιν ἢ τι τρίτον ἄλλο εἶναι. 

viv γὰρ οὐ δήσιου πρός γ᾽ αὐτὸ τοῦτο φιλονειχοῦμεν, ὅπως ἁγὼ 
ἀν --}» ‘ ~ ᾽ν ~gq? a , ~ oe 
τιϑέμαι, ταῦτ᾽ ἔσται τὰ νιχῶντα, ἢ TALI ἃ σύ, τῷ δ᾽ ἀληϑε- 

στάτῳ δεῖ που συμμαχεῖν ἡμᾶς ἄμφω. 
ΠΡΩ,. Ae γὰρ οὖν. 
ΣΩ. 

βεβαιωσώμεϑα. 

IIP2. Tov ποῖον δή; 

ΣΩ. 

χαὶ ἄχουσιν ἐνίοις χαὶ ἐνίοτε. 

ΠΡΩ. Aéye σαφέστερον. 

Τοῦτον τοίνυν τὸν λόγον. ἔτι μᾶλλον δι᾿ ὁμολογίας. 

Tov στᾶσι “ταρέχοντ᾽ ἀνθρώπους τιράγματα ἑχοῦσέ τε 

22. Tov νῦν δὴ πιαραπτεσόντα λέγω, φύσει nog πιεφυχότα 
ϑαυμαστόν. ἕν γὰρ δὴ τὰ πόλλ᾽ εἶναι χαὶ τὸ ἕν σπτολλὰ ϑαυ- 

this place, with less probability, ex- 
plains ὁ μ. ἀπώλετο, as used by those 
who find they are speaking to inat- 
tentive hearers ; and he quotes the comic 
poets, Crates and Cratinus, as /employ- 
ing it, but without adducing the pas- 
sages. I suspect from the otherwise 
unnecessary redundancy in Rep. 621, B 
μῦϑος ἐσώϑη Kal otk ἀπώλετο, that 
the latter is the original form, and that 
the former is Plato’s own coining. The 
allusion in this passage is to men 
suffering shipwreck and escaping on a 
raft. (Compare Phedo 85,p.) -And so 
the argument would, like a@ tale, come 
to nothing, and we should make our 
escape upon an unreason. 

τολμῶμεν] This word appears to be 
the main difficulty of a sentence which 
has perplexed so many eritics and 
editors; but for it I should have ad- 
opted Winckelmann’s conjecture, and 
inserted of λόγοι after ἐλεγχόμενοι, but 
nothing can be determined with cer- 
tainty till we know what ails τολμῶ- 

μεν. Either some other verb has been 
corrupted into this, and we might read 
χατατιϑ. δ᾽ εἰς τὸ μ. τὼ λόγω, ὁρῶ- 
yev—or a whole line has dropped out. 
The words ἐλεγχόμενοι μηνύσωσι would 
seem to favour the latter supposition, 
for there seems to be an allusion to 
the practice of giving up one’s servant 
to the judicial “question”. τολμῶμεν 
(ξκάτεροι τὸν ἑαυτοῦ λόγον παρέχειν εἰς 
τὴν χρίσιν) ἄν my x. τ. ξ. may serve 
to represent the sense of the missing 
clause. 
ἤ τι τρίτον ἄλλο] The best MSS. 

omit tt; but the sense is incomplete 
without it. I believe the right reading 
to be ἢ ἄλλο τι τρίτον εἶναι. See below 
20, 8, ἀλλ᾽ ἄλλο τι τρίτον. 

Totroy τοίνυν] We should have ex- 
pected τόνδε, for this λόγος has not 
yet been mentioned, but is now to 
follow. I am inclined to read τούτου. 
“Let us by question and answer make 
good the λόγος, not of you or me, but 
τοῦ ἀληϑεστάτου." 
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μαστὸν λεχϑέν, χαὶ ῥάδιον ἀμφισβητῆσαι τῷ τούτων διτοτερον- 
οὖν τιϑεμένῳ. 

ΠΡΩ. *A@ οὖν λέγεις, ὅταν τις ἐμὲ φῇ Πρώταρχον, ἕνα Ὁ 
γεγονότα φύσει, ττολλοὺς εἶναι πάλιν τοὺς ἐμὲ χαὶ ἐναντίους 
ἀλλήλοις, μέγαν χαὶ σμιχρὸν τιϑέμενος καὶ βαρὺν χαὶ χοῦφον 
τὸν αὐτόν, καὶ ἄλλα μυρία; 

32. Σὺ μέν, ὦ Πρώταρχε, εἴρηχας τὰ δεδημευμένα τῶν 
ϑαυμαστῶν περὶ τὸ ἕν nai πολλά, συγχεχωρημένα δ᾽ ὡς ἔπος 
εἰχεεῖν ὑπὸ πάντων ἤδη μὴ δεῖν τῶν τοιούτων ἅσιτεσϑαι, τται- 
δαριώδη καὶ δάδια χαὶ σφόδρα τοῖς λόγοις ἐμπόδια ὑπτολαμ- 
βανόντων γίγνεσϑαι" eset μηδὲ τὰ τοιάδε, ὅταν τις ἑχάστου τὰ 
μέλη ve χαὶ ἄλλα μέρη διελὼν τῷ λόγῳ, πάντα ταῦτα τὸ ἕν Ε 
ἐχεῖνο εἶναι διομολογησάμενος, ἐλέγχῃ καταγελῶν ὅτι τέρατα 
διηνάγχασται φάναι, τό τε ἕν ὡς ττόλλ᾽ ἐστὶ καὶ ἄπειρα, καὶ τὰ 
πολλὰ ὡς ἕν μόνον." 

ῥάδιον ἀμφ.} Afording a ready ob- 
jection against any one who advances 
either. 
"Ag ow λέγεις x. τ. é] Unless xab 

joins ἐναντίους with πολλούς, it is of 
no use in the sentence; I have there- 
fore removed the comma from πάλιν. 
The sense is as clear and well-expressed 
as could be desired. Do you mean, 
when aman says of me Protarchus, who 
am one by nature, that I am again 
many and opposite ‘me's’, bringing for- 
ward the same person as at once great 
and small, heavy and light, and so 
forth ? 

τῶν θαυμαστῶν] Rather ϑαυμάτων, 
Conjuring tricks. Συγχεχωρημένα μὴ 
δεῖν, given up and admitted to be such 
as men ought not to meddle with. ὡς 
ἕπος εἰπεῖν qualifies πάντων. It is 
strange that one of the editors should 
not have known such a common usage. 

ἐπεὶ μηδὲ τὰ τοιάδε] The proper con- 
struction would have been either, μηδὲ 
τῶν τοιῶνδε (ἅπτεσϑαι. δεῖν ouyya- 
povat,) or ἐπεὶ οὐδὲ τὰ τοιάδε (συγ- 
χωροῦσι, δεῖν αὐτῶν ἄἅπτεσθαυ. But 
as the very form ἐπεὶ μηδὲ is col- 
loquial, a certain looseness of syntax is 
perhaps allowed, and the reader is left 
to supply μεταχειρίζεσϑαι ἐλέγχεσθαι, 
προσφέρεσθαι, (δεῖν συγχωροῦσι;) or any 

other passive answering to ἅπτεσθαι. 
Otherwise we must look on τὰ τοιάδε 
as interpolated. 

μέλη] Legg. 795, Ε, μελῶν χαὶ pe- 
ρῶν. The MSS. and edd, all exhibit 
μέλη τε χαὶ ἅμα μέρη, which, if it 
means anything, means that the μέλη 
and μέρη are the same, whereas it is 
plain that μέρη is added because the 
body eannot be properly divided into 
μέλη only. If it were μέλη 9’ ἅμα χαὶ 
μέρη, there would be no objection to 
the word but its inutility. I have 
written ἄλλα, which is continually con- 
founded with ἅμα by the copyists. In 
p. 17D, ἅμα ἐννοεῖν, the Bodleian and 
Vatican have made the opposite mis- 
take, . 

διομολογησάμενο) Having made 
another admit. Properly, having ad- 
mitted each to the other. Διομολογεῖ- 
σϑαι is to ὁμολογεῖν, what διαλέγεσϑαι 
is to λέγειν, διαχελεύεσϑθαι to χελεύειν 
&e., διὰ and the middle voice together 

expressing reciprocal action. No one 
will regret to see συγχεχωρημένα in 
the next speech of Protarchus banished 
from the text; the wonder is, who could 
have taken it into his head to put it 
there. ov yap δήπον τὰ Ovyxe ὡρημένα 
δημεύομεν, τὰ δὲ τα ανβυν, ae ὅταν 
δόξῃ, συγχωροῦμεν. 
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ΠΡΩ. Σὲ δὲ δὴ wota, ὦ Σώχλρατες, ἕτερα λέγεις, ἃ' μήπω, 
[συγχεχωρημένα] δεδήμευται τιερὶ τὸν αὐτὸν τοῦτον “λόγον; > 

ΣΩ, Οπόϊαάν, nei, «τὸ ὃν μὴ τῶν γιγνομένων τε χαὶ 
> , , oz δ 4.7 δι δ ἢ ς - wy > 
ἀπολλυμένων τις τιϑῆται, χαϑάτεερ ἀρτέως ἡμεῖς El7vo mer. EV 

ταυϑὲ μὲν γὰρ καὶ τὸ τοιοῦτον ἕν, ὕτυδρ" εἴπομεν νῦν «δή, σὺγ5 
, A ‘ " ’ , 

χεχώρηται τὸ μὴ δεῖν ἐλέγχειν" ὅταν δέ τις ἕν᾽ ἄνϑρωττον ἐπτὺ- 
χειρῇ τίϑεσθϑαι χαὶ βοῦν ἕνα χαὲ τὸ καλὸν ἕν καὶ τὸ ἀγαθὸν 

, : - ᾿ ἕν, περὶ τούτων τῶν ἑνάδων xed τῶν τοιούτων ἣ πολλὴ [O20 
δή,] μετὰ διαιρέσεως ἀμφισβήτησίς γήμϑμε ᾿ 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς; ‘ 

ΣΩ, Πρῶτον μὲν εἴ τινας δεῖ τοιαύτας εἶναι μονάδας ὕτεος, 

λαμβάνειν ἀληϑῶς οὔσας" 
> ~ = εἶτα πῶς αὖ ταύτας, μίαν ἑκάστην 

οὖσαν ἀεὶ τὴν αὐτὴν χαὶ μήτε γένεσιν μήτ᾽ ὕλεϑρον πξοσδεχοῦ,. 
, « Lae 3 : , PAL A . 

Méeviy, OOS μη Elvan βεβαιότατα “αν CaUTYY 

ἐνταυϑί] So with Elmsley for ἐνταυϑοῖ. 
q πολλὴ [σπουδή]] I once thought 

σπουδὴ to be genuine, and therefore 
added δὲ after peta; I am now con- 
vinced that the word is) neither »ap- 
propriate nor genuine, but supplied by 
a copyist who had in ‘his head the well 
known passage in the Phedrus 248, π 
οὗ δ᾽ ἕνεχ᾽ ἦ πολλὴ σπουδὴ x. τ΄ ξ. 
Then arises the great controversy as 
soon as we attempt to decide.—What 
else is needed? or what have we ‘to 
do with the ‘earnestness of the dis- 
putants, except indeed as ἃ measure of 
their difficulty? But the difficulty being 
expressed, any other word is super- 
fluous. 
II péroy μέν) When I endeavoured to 

explain this passage in a former edition, 
I mantained that there were only two 
questions proposed, although πρῶτον, 
εἶτα, μετὰ δὲ τοῦτο made it appear 
that there were three. As the text 
then stood, it was impossible to see 
more than two questions, that beginn- 
ing with πρῶτον, and a second; for if 
εἶτα ..... μίαν ταύτην were considered 
as an independent question, and not 
rather as the beginning of that pro- 
pounded afterwards, the question would 
have been, how it was conceivable that 
that which is one and imperishable should 
be nevertheless unchangeably one:—than 
which nothing could be more absurd. 
But the words πρῶτον; εἶτα, μετὰ δὲ 

μετὰ "δὲ τοῦτ᾽ 

τοῦτο ought to have Speen my eyes 
to the absolute necessity of finding three 
points of enquiry, or, if they were not 
to be found, of treating the text as 
corrupt; I now feel confident that I 
liave discovered the source of all the 
perplexity in the: omission. of px) after 
ὅμως. The first question is; have these 
monads a real being?) The second is; 
if each of them is one and not subject 
to the changes of γένεσις and ὄλεϑρος, 
how ean we imagine it ever to vary 
in the least from this oneness? The 
third is; when it. does so vary by 
entering into individuals, does the unity 
cease when the plurality begins, or are 

’ they concurrent ?—im other wordsiare the, 
monads to be regarded as distributed into 
as many parts as’ there are individuals 
to partake οὐ them, or as’ remaining 
as wholes ‘in each individual, 50. that 
each monad is at onee one in each, 
and again one in many?) This last 
supposition is πάντων ἀδυνατώτατον, 
because in this case the one both agrees 
with itself, and contradicts itself. Parm. 
131, A οὐχοῦν ἤτοι ὅλου τοῦ εἴδους ἢ 
μέρους ἕχαστον τὸ μεταλάμβανον μετα- 
λαμβάνει: ------- πότερον οὖν δοχεῖ σοι 
ὅλον τὸ εἶδος ἐν ἑχάστῳ εἶναι τῶν 
πολλῶν, ἕν ὄν; ἢ πῶς: Tt γὰρ χῶ- 
λύει------ἐνεῖναι: “Ey ἄρα ὃν χαὶ ταὐύ- 
τὸν ἐν πολλοῖς, χωρὶς οὖσιν ὅλον ἅμα 
ἐνέσται, χαὶ οὕτως αὑτὸ αὑτοῦ χωρὶς 
dy! εἴη. 



ΠΛΑΤΏΝΟΣ ΦΙΛΗΒΟΣ. 1 

ἐν τοῖς γιγνομένοις αὖ καὶ ἀπείροις elite’ διεστιασμένην χαὶ 
πολλὰ γεγονυῖαν ϑετέον, εἴϑ᾽ ὕλην αὐτὴν αὑτῆς χωρίς, ὃ δὴ 
πάντων ἀδυνατώτατον φαίνοιτ᾽ ἄν, ταὐτὸν χαὶ ἕν ἅμ᾽ ἐν ἑνί 
re χαὶ πολλοῖς γίγνεσϑαι. ταῦτ᾽ ἔστι τὰ περὶ ve τοιαῦϑ'᾽ ἕν αὶ 
neti γτολλά, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐχεῖνα, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ἁπάσης ἀπορίας at- 
Tie μὴ καλῶς δμολογηθέντα καὶ εὐπορίας [ἂν] αὖ χαλῶς. 

ἽΠΡΩ. Οὐχοῦν χρὴ τοῦϑ᾽ ἡμᾶς, ὦ Σώχρατες, 
πρῶτον διαπτονήσασϑαι; 

ΣΩ, Ὡς γοῦν ἐγὼ φαίην ἄν. 
ΠΡΩ, “Καὶ πάντας τοίνυν ἡμᾶς ὑπόλαβε συγχωρεῖν σοι 

τούσδε τὰ τοιαῦτα" Φίληβον δ᾽ ἴσως κράτιστον ἐν τῷ νῦν [ἐπτε: 

ρωτῶντα] μὴ κινεῖν εὖ κείμενον, 

32. Kiev. πόϑεν οὖν τις [caverns] etincis γερολλῆς ὀὔσης Ὁ 

ἐν τῷ viv 

nel νταντοίας περὶ τὰ ἀμφισβητούμενα μάχης; ἄρ᾽ ἐνθένδε; 
ΠΡΩ, Πόϑεν; 

ΣΩ, Φαμέν που ταὐτὸν ἕν χαὶ πολλὰ ὑπὸ λόγων γιγνό- 
μενὸν περιτρέχειν πάντῃ xa ἕχαστον τῶν λεγομένων ἀεὶ χαὶ 
πάλαι καὶ νῦν. χαὶ τοῦτ᾽ οὔτε μὴ παύσηταί ποτ᾽ οὔτ᾽ ἤρξατο 

εὐπορίας κ. τ. &] Not ὄντα but ἐστὶ 
being understood, the construction with 
ὃν is a barbarism. The sense is not 
conditional; *for we have the statement 
of a fact founded on experience no less 
than its opposite. The appearance of 
ἂν in the text is due to a repetition 
of αὖ, and a subsequent attempt to 
correct what should have been ex- 
punged. 

τὰ τοιαῦτα] One would rather have 
expected ταὐτὰ ταῦτα, for this does 
not refer to the ἕν x. π., but to the 
proposed investigation. 
Φίληβον) The proverbial saying was 

μὴ χινεῖν χαχὸν εὖ xelucvov: for xaxdv 
he puts Φίληβον. We had better let 
well alone, and not ask Philebus for his 
consent. But ἐπερωτῶντα thus placed 
before μὴ χινεῖν would make it appear 
that the participle is a means not τοῦ 
χινεῖν, but τοῦ μὴ χινεῖν; and as it is 
quite superfluous, there can be little 
doubt of its origin. 

[ταύὐύτης}} I have cancelled this word 
without hesitation. He is not going to 
begin a fight; but to begin a subject, 
of which the very beginning point is 

difficult to find, because almost every- 
thing is a matter of controversy. Be- 
sides ταύτης μάγης is bad Greek. 

Papév που] The construction is not 
φ. π. ἕν % π. UV. λ. ταὐτὸν γιγνόμενα 
(ϑ5:8}1}.),. for if Socrates had ‘spoken 
here of the reconcilement ‘effected be- 
tween the one and the many by dia- 
lectics, it is inconceivable that Pro- 
tarehus should answer, et τις τρόπος 
ἔστι καὶ μηχανὴ τὴν τοιαύτην ταραχὴν 
ἡμῖν ἔξω τοῦ λόγον εὐμενῶς πὼς ἀπελ- 
Sefy. Nor are the young men described 
as delighting in the discovery and ex- 
ercise ‘of the synthetical and analytical 
processes’, but on the contrary, in the 
sophistical employment of this contra- 
diction which is the inherent property 
(ἀθάνατον χαὶ ἀγήρων πάϑος) in all 
objects of conception, by which they 
throw into perplexity both themselves 
and others. Hither therefore we must 
read ταὐτὸν .. +. γινόμενον, or sup- 
pose that πολλὰ has by attraction af- | 
fected the number of the participle, 
which, considering the presence of &, 
is most unlikely. 

παύσηται] 1 formerly wrote παύσε- 
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~ > >» Χ ~ ς > ‘ , ~ , > viv, ἀλλ: ἔστι τὸ τοιοῦτον, ὡς ἐμοὶ φαίνεται, τῶν λόγων αὐ- 
χαὶ ἀγήρων πάϑος ἐν ἡμῖν. ὃ δὲ πρῶτον 
coe ae , ς ΡΝ , 
ἑχαστοτεὲ τῶν VEWY, ἡσϑεὶς ὡς τινὰ σοφιας 

τῶν ἀϑαάνατόν τι 
αὐτοῦ γευσάμενος 

E εὑρηκὼς ϑησαυρόν, ip ἡδονῆς évGovore ve καὶ “τάντα. χενεῖ 
λόγον ἄσμενος, τοτὲ μὲν ἐπὶ ϑάτερα κυχλῶν χαὶ συμφύρων εἰς 
ἕν, τοτὲ δὲ πάλιν ἀνειλίττων χαὶ διαμερίζων, εἰς ἀπορίαν αὗ- 

» \ ~ ‘ , Ul , Dy, oP Ὁ. x 

τὸν μὲν mwe@toy χαὶ μάλιστα χαταβάλλων, δεύτερον 0 ἀδὶ TOV 
ἫΝ ὁ »” , » t » Dy δ΄ a. 
ἐχόμενον, ἄν τε νεώτερος ἄν τε πρεσβύτερος ἄν F HUE ὧν 

U , »” \ ΒΩ \ w> » A 
16 τυγχάνῃ, φειδόμενος οὔτε πατρὸς οὔτε μητρὸς οὔτ᾽ ἄλλου τῶν 

> / > , do? 2 > ‘ ~ ΒΩ > , 

ἀκουόντων οὐδενός, ὀλίγου δ᾽ οὐδὲ τῶν ἄλλων ζώων, [οὐ μόνον 
~ 2 , 2 ‘ U > ‘ n , wy 

τῶν ἀνϑρώπων,) eet βαρβάρων ye οὐδενὸς av φείσαιτο, ξἴτεερ 

μόνον ἑρμηνέα ποϑὲν ἔχοι. 
γ᾽ ~ ~ ~ ΠΡΩ. “Ag; ὦ Σώκρατες, oy ὁρᾷς ἡμῶν τὸ πλῆϑος, eect . 

co , , > , ‘ > ~ , ‘ U ὅτι νέοι πάντες ἐσμέν; χαὶ ov φοβεῖ μή σοι μετὰ Φιλήβου 
Pay IV Cw ~ co , , ‘ 

ξυνεπιϑώμεϑα, ἐὰν ἡμᾶς λοιδορῆῇῆς; ὅμως δέ, μανϑάνομεν γὰρ 

tat in obedience to Dawes’ Canon. But 
it is only in the older Attic that the 
first aorist subjunctive with οὐ wx) need 
excite our suspicion; whereas οὐ μὴ 
with the future in this sense I take to 
be a poetical usage. 

πάντα κινεῖ λόγον] This is an al- 
lusion to the proverbial saying πάντα 
λίϑον χινεῖν. But the expressions ἐπὶ 
ϑάτερα χυχλῶν, and πάλιν ἀνειλίττων, 
rolling them up one way, and again un- 
rolling them another allude to the manner 
of handling a volume. Συμφύρων εἰς 
ἕν, and διαμερίζων are added to shew 
the application of the figurative words. 

ὀλίγου δ᾽ οὐδέ] This I have written 
in lien of ὀλίγου δὲ xal, which would 
mean nearly sparing. The repetition 
ovde-ovde was probably treated by some 
copyist as a blunder, and one half was 
left out. Then came the corrector who 
felt the want of a conjunction and in- 
serted xat. I agree with Stallbaum as 
to the spuriousness of οὐ μ. τ. ἀ.; but 
ἐπεὶ B. ye shews that some bolder as- 
sertion has just been made, and justifies 
τ. ad ¢ In the next sentence I have 
added xat, becanse Protarchus gives 

“two grounds for Socrates’ fear, their 
number and their youth. 

ὅμως δέ] In this sentence Protarchus 
is made to offer two suppositions; ‘‘if 
it is possible either to conjure away 

the perplexity, or to find some other 
method of investigation”. I believe that 
the second alternative is Socrates’ sug- 
gestion. Et τις ἔστι τρόπος χαὶ μη- 
χανὴ χαλλίω ὁδὸν ἀνευρεῖν is in itself 
a clumsy cireumlocution for εἴ τις ἔστι 
χαλλίων ὁδός, and what is the subject 
of ἀνευρεῖνῦ St or ἡμᾶς cannot be 
understood; μὲν and δὲ would imply 
that the two requests put into the mouth 
of Protarchus are not alternative; but 
if so, the latter must be the means to 
the former, and in that case what be- 
comes of coaxing the difficulty out of 
the way? Σύ te προϑυμοῦ τοῦτο is 
quite proper as answering to τὴν τα- 
ραχὴν ἀπελθεῖν, but as the clause now 
stands in immediate dependence on 
ἀνευρεῖν, προϑυμοῦ is not only enough, 
but rejects anything between itself and 
the infinitive. The New Way is said 
to be ἐπὶ τὸν λόγον, instead of out of it. 
For these r ,» and b it is 
more in keeping that Socrates should 
be the first to suggest some other me- 
thod, I condemn ὁδὸν------ανευρεῖν as 
spurious, and μὲν as invented to give 
it currency, As in most cases of this 
kind, the interpolator has borrowed his 
words from the neighbourhood, χαλλέων 
ὁδὸς from Socrates’ next speech, avev- 
ρέϑη from his next but one. 
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a , ΒΩ , 2 ᾿ ‘ \ . , 

ὃ λέγεις, εἴ τις τρόπος ἔστι χαὶ μηχανὴ τὴν [μὲν] τοιαύτην 

ταραχὴν ἡμῖν ἔξω τοῦ λόγου εὐμενῶς πτως ἀπελϑεῖν, [ὁδὸν δέ Β 
tive χαλλίω ταύτης ἐπὶ τὸν λόγον ἀνευρεῖν.) σύ τε προϑυμοῦ 
τοῦτο χαὶ ἡμεῖς συναχολουϑήσομεν εἰς δύναμιν" οὐ γὰρ σμι- 

χρὸς ὃ παρὼν λόγος, ὦ Σώχρατες. 
ΣΩ. Οὐ γὰρ οὖν, ὦ παῖδες, ὥς φησιν ὑμᾶς τιροσαγορεύων 

Φίληβος. οὐ μὴν ἔστι χαλλίων ὁδὸς οὐδ᾽ ἂν γένοιτο, ἧς ἐγώ 
» ‘ , > te ua , > wm - »” 

ἐραστὴς μέν εἰμι ἀεί, τιολλάχις δέ μ΄ ἤδη διαφυγοῦσα ἔρημον 

χαὶ ἄπορον κατέστησεν. 
TIP2. Τίς αὕτη; λεγέσϑω μόνον. 
32. Ἣν δηλῶσαι μὲν οὐ τεάνυ χαλεττόν, χρῆσϑαι δὲ way- C 

; , ‘ co , ν ἢ Ἅ..2 ive ‘ ‘ ydlenoy. “ἄντα γὰρ boa τέχνης ἐχόμεν᾽ ἀνευρέϑη πώποτε, διὰ 

ι Ἅὐ δ. 

Α , , , a r 

ταύτης φανερὰ γέγονε. σχόπει δὲ ἣν λέγω. 

ΠΡΩ. Aéye μόνον. 
ΣΩ, ἸθΘεῶν μὲν εἰς ἀνθρώπους δόσις, ὥς γε καταφαίνεται 

ἐμοί, wodev ἐχ ϑεῶν ἐρρίφη διά τινος Προμηϑέως ἅμα φανο- 
τάτῳ τινὶ σιυρί" xed οἱ μὲν σταλαιοί, κρείττονες ὄντες ἡμῶν χαὶ 
ἐγγυτέρω θεῶν οἰχοῦντες, τὴν φήμην παρέδοσαν, ὡς ἐξ ἑνὸς 

ν᾿ δι - »” ~ a8 , | , . 
μὲν nai ἐχ πολλῶν ὄντων τῶν ἀεὶ λεγομένων εἶναι, mégag δὲ 

» ~ ~ ~ 

zai ἀπειρίαν ἐν αὑτοῖς ξύμφυτον ἐχόντων. δεῖν οὖν ἡμᾶς τού- 
τῶν οὕτω διαχεχοσμημένων ἀεὶ μίαν ἰδέαν “τερὶ παντὸς ἕχά- 

Θεῶν μέν] In this remarkable passage 
everything seems out of its place. For 
εἰς ἀνθρώπους belongs not to δόσις but 
to ἐρρίφη. ὥς ye x. ἐμοί ought to be 
ἧς ἔμοιγε χαταφαίνεται, the enclitic 
ποϑὲν ean scarcely come first after such 
a break in the sentence, Seay δόσις 
2% Seay ἐρρίφη is also quite intoler- 
able; add to this that if the gift was 
thrown from Heaven, it could not be 
sent διά τινος LpounSéwc. Though I 
have thus stated why I can no longer 
stand by this reading, I cannot offer 
any certain emendation of it; but I 
believe that the following is not very 
far from our author’s sentence. Zo. 
Els ἀνδρώπους, ὡς ἔμοιγε χαταφαίνε- 
ται, ἡ δόσις ποϑὲν dx ϑεῶν ἐρρίφη τι- 
voc, [Sch. in Marg. Προμηϑέως] ἅμα 
φανοτάτῳ τινὶ mupf.—I have supplied 
ὄντες, which is necessary to the con- 
struction, and was absorbed by the 
preceding termination oves. 

ἔγγ. θεῶν οἰκοῦντες) Dwelling nearer 
to the gods,—i.e., in more familiar inter- 
course with them. 

τὴν φήμην] Bodleian has ταύτην φή- 
μὴν, Coislinian φήμῃ. The former, if 
for ταύτην we read τῆν, seems pre- 
ferable to the latter, because,—although 

there is no impropriety in saying that 
they handed down the gift by traditional 
report,—the construction w&¢—dvtwv— 
ἐχόντων must depend on a word mean- 
ing belief, and therefore on φήμη rather 
than δόσις ; and this is less apparent if 
the φήμη is made the mere instrument, 
in which case δέσις as the principal 
word would be that on which the sub- 
sequent construction rested. 

πέρας] We must not confound this 
with the ἕν or genus, as Stallbaum does. 
It is the determinate number, the pro- 
duction of the one, which reconciles the 
one and the many. 
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στοτε ϑεμένους ζηεεῖν: εὑρήσειν γὰρ ἐνοῦσαν. ἐὰν οὖν [μετα] 
λάβωμεν, μετὰ μίαν dvo, et “τως εἰσί, σχοτιεῖν; εἰ δὲ μή, τρεῖς 
ΒΩ >» 3 , ‘ ~ [ay » , ee. , ἄς , 

1, τιν ἄλλον ἀρεϑμόν, καὶ τῶν ἕν ἐχδίνων 'ἕχαστον πάλιν WOE 
, wn ‘ > > ‘ “a a of « ‘ ‘ ν TMs, μέχριήτερ ἂν τὸ κατ᾽ ἀρχὰς ἕν μὴ ὅτι ἕν χαὶ πολλὰ [καὶ 

ἄπειρά] ἐστι μόνον ἴδῃ τις, “ἀλλὰ nal διτόσα. τὴν δὲ τοῦ ἀτκεί-- 
gov ἰδέαν τιρὸς τὸ σπιλῆϑος μὴ. σιροσφέρειν, solv ἄν τις τὸν 
ἀριϑμὸν αὐτοῦ πάντα χατίδῃ τὸν ξὺ τοῦ ἀπείρο ὶ ρέϑμ σά ατίδῃ τὸν μεταξὺ τοῦ ἀτιείρου τε καὶ 

- , q ~ ~ - 

E τοῦ ἑνός" τότε δὴ δεῖν τὸ ἕν ἕχαστον τῶν πάντων εἰς τὸ ἄστει: 
ρὸν μεϑέντα χαίρειν ἐᾶν. 

« Ἵ x δ ght e 7 a 
οἱ μὲν OvY ϑεοί, OeQ ELOY, OVTMS 

ἡμῖν παρέδοσαν σχοπεῖν καὶ μανϑάνειν χαὶ didcoxew ἀλλή- 
λους οἱ δὲ νῦν τῶν ἀνϑρώτπων σοφοὶ ἕν μέν, ὅπως ἂν τύχωσι, 

17 [καὶ σιολλὰ] ϑᾶττον χαὶ βραχύτερον ποιοῦσι τοῦ δέοντος [μετὰ 
δὲ τὸ ἕν} ἄπειρα εὐθύς" τὰ δὲ μέσα αὐτοὺς ἐκφεύγει: οἷς dee: 
χεχώρισται τό ve διαλεχτιχῶς 

σεοιεῖσϑαι τιρὸς ἀλλήλους τοὺς 

θεμένους ζητεῖν] It is difficult to see 
how these words can be reconeiled, for 
how can a-man look for that which he 
has already laid down? I strongly 
suspect that the passage originally ran 
thus; det μίαν ἰδέαν περὶ παντὸς ἔχά- 
Tote ϑεμένους, εὑρήσειν yap ἐνοῦσαν, 

μετὰ μίαν x τ. & 
[μετα]λάβωμεν] μεταλάβωμεν is the 

reading of the MSS., which Stallbaum 
in vain endeavours to defend. In place 
of adopting Stephens’ conjecture, xata- 
λόβωμεν, 1 suspect that the copyist had 
at first omitted the verb, and written 
the following μετά, and then on dis- 
covering his mistake, neglected to place 
the usual dots over the superfluous 
letters. I have therefore put μετα in 
brackets. 

τῶν ἕν ἐκείνων] Ast, with Stallbaum’s 
approval, reads τῶν ἐν exelvw,—ie., 
τῷ παντί. But we must not adopt any 
correction of this passage which re- 
moves ἕν, for this ἕν is evidently re- 
ferred to immediately afterwards, where 
it is distinguished from τὸ κατ᾽ ἀρχὰς 
ἕν, But as the subordinate Ones are 
to be distinguished from. the original 
One, this can only be done by speaking 
of the former as ταῦτα, and the latter 
as éxeivo; and this is as fatal to 
Schiitz’s conjecture—rd ἐχείνων ἕχα- 
στον, as it is to the received reading. 

γσιάλιν χαὶ τὸ ἐριστιχῶς ἡμᾶς 

λόγους. 

But what should prevent Plato teeta 
using τὰ ἕν, τῶν ἕν, τοῖς ἕν, if he had 
oceasion: for a plural? Thus below we 
have ἄλλο τῶν ἕν ὁτιοῦν. For this 
reason I incline to read either τῶν ἕν 
ἕκαστον or τῶν Ev τῶν ἐν ἐχείνῳ ἕχα- 
στον. 
πολλὰ [καὶ ἄπειρα) It i is possible by 

application to discover τὰ πολλὰ ὁπόσα 
ἐστί: but all the dialectic in the world 
will not enable you to find ta ἄπειρα 
ὁπόσα ἐστί. It is therefore inconceivable 
that Socrates should bid them ‘not only 
see that the original & is one, and 
many, and indefinite, | but also how many 
it is.” The word αὐτοῦ in τὸν ἀριθμὸν 
αὐτοῦ refers to πλῆϑος. 

τότε δὴ δεῖν] See Addenda. 
οἱ δὲ νῦν x. 7. é] This passage has 

been corrupted and interpolated so as 
to become quite unintelligible. 1 have 
changed βραδύτερον into βραχύτερον; 
and separated | the genuine parts of the 
sentence from the spurious. It is im- 
possible to make ἕν χαὶ πολλὰ either 
quickly or slowly ; for they are not 
things of man’s making, but ready to 
his hand. What your modern captious 
disputers do, is to make ἕν to be ἄπειρα 
without passing through the intermediate 
stages, As to ὕτερον, compare Po- 
litiews 279 ο, ὅτι μάλιστα διὰ βραχέων 
ταχὺ πάντ᾽ ἐπελθόντες. 
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TPQ. Fa μέν “τως, ὦ Σώχραξες, δοχῶ σου μανϑάνειν, τὰ 
δὲ ἔτι. σαφέστερον “δἔομαι & λέγεις ἀχοῦσαι.. 
~y BQe. Sages μήν, ὦ Πρώτίιρχε, ἐστὶν. ἐν τοῖς γράμμασιν 
ὃ λέγω, καὶ λάμβανε αὐτὸ ἐν ἐούξοις. οἷσττερ καὶ σιεπεαίδευσαι. B 

μεν en a 

oe ee 

TPQ. des; 

~ BQ. Φωνὴ μὲν ἡμῖν ἐστί που μία διὰ cot στόματος ἰοῦσα, 
χαὶ ἄπειρος αὖ αλήθως Ζιάντων TE LOL δχάστου. 

ἩΡΩ. Ti μήν; 

32 Kai vidend gn ye τούτων ἐαμέν Oo dopo, OP ὅει 

τὸ ̓ἀπείρον αὐτῆς toner, ov? ὅτι τὸ ἕν" ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι πόσα τέ ἐστι 

χαὶ ὑτιοῖα,. τοῦτ᾽ ἔστι τὸ γραμματιχὴν ἕχαστον ποιοῦν ἡμῶν. 

ΠΡΩ, υδληϑέδτατα. 
ΣΩ. 

ἔστι ταὐτόν. 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς; 

ΣΩ. 

μία [ἐν αὐεῇ]. 
ΠΡΩ, Ide ὁ᾽ οὐ; 

32. Ato δὲ ϑῶμεν, βαρὺ χαὶ ὀξύ, 
nw ~ 

ἢ πῶς; 
ΠΡΏΩ. Οὕτως. 

ΔΑ ; ~ ~ 

Kai μὴν zai τὸ μουσιχὸν 0 τυγχάνει svovovv, cove’ 

5) 4 ? 
Devi, μὲν που χαὶ τὸ How? ἐχείνην τὴν ᾿σέχνην ἐσεὶ 

χαὶ τρίτον δμύότονον. 

22. ..1λλ᾽ οὔπω σοφὸρ ἂν εἴης τὴν κουσιχὴν εἰδὼς ταῦτα 
μόνα, μὴ δὲ εἰδὼς ὥς γ᾽ ἔπος εἰπεῖν εἴς ταῦτα οὐδενὸς ἄξιος 

ἔσει. 
ΠΡΩ, O¢ γὰρ οὖν. 
32. °AIV, ἢ 

ἐν τούτοις οἷσπερ] Hither ἐν οΐσπερ, 
or ἐν τούτοις ἕν οἴσπερ. 

οὐδετέρῳ] The books have οὐδὲν § ξτέ- 
ρῷ, which is inadmissible. οὐδ᾽ ἐν ἔτέ- 
pw for ἐν οὐδετέρῳ would be accord- 
ing ‘to Attic, usage. But if he were 
speaking of that wherein a man is 
skilled, he would ‘say οὐδέτερον, not ἐν 
οὐδετέρῳ ; the’ dative expresses that 
whereby he becomes skilful. 
Φωνὴ μέν που] The text follows the 

inferior MSS. in reading xa t6——. 
χαὶ is so useful an addition,’ that one 
is justified in adopting it; nor is τὸ χατ᾽ 
ἐχεΐνην a likely variation for a scribe 

ὦ φίλε, ἐπειδὰν λάβης τὰ διαστήματα ὁπόσα 

to have made de suo. I formerly thought 
that xav’ ἐχείνην must refer to the first 
mentioned art, that of grammar, but 
οὗτος and ἐκεῖνος, though never used 
¢apriciously, as some learned men tell 
us, sometimes apply not to the greater 
or less proximity of mention, but to 
that of interest, as in the beginning of 
the Euthydemus, or to the different 
degrees of familiarity, as here. Of ἐν 
αὐτῇ Tican'’ make nothing, unless we 
transpose it to a place where it would 
be welcome if not necessary. Δύο δὲ 
Re ἐν. αὐτῇ. 

διαστήματα]! These intervals are 
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ἐσεὶ. τὸν ἀριϑμὸν τῆς φωνῆς ὀξύτητός ve mwéer χαὶ βαρύτητος, 
Ὁ χαὲ ὅποῖα, καὶ τοὺς ὕρους τῶν διαστημάτων, καὶ τὰ ἐχ τού- 

a τῶν ὅσα συστήματα γέγονεν, ἃ κατιδόντες οἱ πρόσϑεν παρέ- 
δόσαν ἡμῖν τοῖς ἑπιομένοις ἐχείνοις καλεῖν αὐτὰ ἁρμονίας, ἔν 

- 3 ~ , ~ 

τε ταῖς χινήσεσιν αὖ τοῦ σώματος ἕτερα τοιαῦτ᾽ ἐνόντα πάϑη 
a ~ ~ x γιγνόμενα, ἃ δὴ Ov ἀριϑμῶν μετρηϑέντα δεῖν αὖ φασὶ bvd- 

μοὺς χαὶ μέτρα ἐπονομάζειν, καὶ ἅμ᾽ ἐννοεῖν ὡς οὕτω δεῖ regi 
‘ « A ‘ ~ ~ ca ‘ ~ , U 

σιαντὸς ἑνὸς χαὶ πολλῶν σχοτιεῖν" ὅταν γὰρ ταῦτά ve λάβῃς 

E οὕτω, τότ᾽ ἐγένου σοφός, ὅταν τ᾽ ἄλλο τῶν ἕν ὁτιοῦν ταύτῃ 
σχοϊεούμενος ἕλῃς [, οὕτως ἔμφρων περὶ τοῦτο γέγονας]. τὸ δ᾽ 
ἄπειρόν σ᾽ ἑχάστων χαὶ ἐν ἑχάστοις π-λῆϑος ἄπειρον ἑχάστοτε 

~ ~ em ‘ 2 . , Ig? > F ao» > 

ποιεῖ τοῦ φρονεῖν χαὶ οὐχ ἐλλόγιμον οὐδ᾽ ἐνάριϑμον, ἅτ᾽ οὐχ 
? > ‘ λο Σ᾽ τὸ > ‘ , pa Laer ) 4 

εἰς ἀριϑμὸν οὐδέν᾽ ἐν οὐδενὶ τεώπον᾽ ἀπιδόντα. 

ΠΡΩ. Καάλλιστα, ὦ Φίληβε, ἔμοιγε τὰ νῦν λεγόμενα εἰρη- 
χέναι φαίνεται Σωχράτης. 

OL Καμοί γ᾽ αὐτὰ ταῦτα" ἀλλὰ τί δή ποτε πρὸς ἡμᾶς 
ὃ λόγος οὗτος νῦν εἴρηται χαὶ τί ποτε βουλόμενος; 

nothing more than musical notes; ὅροι 
are musical proportions. See Plat. 7%- 
meus 36, B, and Cicero’s translation. 

ὅταν yap ταῦτα x. τ. é] The par- 
ticle γὰρ marks the resumption of an 
incomplete sentence. The antithesis 
between τότ᾽ ἐγένου σοφός, and ἔμφρων 
γέγονας, is a poor verbal contrivance, 
and the tenses are strangely chosen, ὅταν 
λάβῃς, ἐγένον .. ὅταν ἕλῃς, γέγονας. 
Stallbaum translates the last word by 
“evades” which would answer to yeyo- 
vig ἔσει. ᾿Εγένονυ may be defended 
by the well known usage of the aorist; 
compare παρέσχοντο in 46, x. If the 
words o¥tws—yéyovas were omitted, 
nobody would miss them. I have fol- 
lowed the Bodleian in ὅταν te for 
ὅταν δέ, and in τῶν ἕν ὁτιοῦν for τῶν 
ὄντων ὁτιοῦν. That a writer can if 
he likes, break his sentence so as to 
give more emphasis to the second half, 
by introducing such terms as ἀλλὰ σύ 
τε χατὰ νοῦν ἀγωνιεῖ τὴν σὴν δίχην, 
οἶμαι δὲ καὶ ἐμὲ τὴν ἐμήν, in place of 
σύ τε,------ἐγώ te, no one will deny. 
But here the speaker begins with a 

*** A sheet of the Editor’s MS. has been 
notes will appear in the Addenda. 

general precept, and then applies it- 
to the particular instance of music, and 
so returns to the general rule. A very 
little reflexion will shew that in such 
a case if he commenced with “and in- 
deed whatever you take up”, he would 
have the air of opening out some new 
application in place of resuming a pre- 
vious statement. I prefer ἕν to ὄντων, 
because it is more likely that a scribe 
should stumble at τῶν ἕν than invent 
it. The Bodleian has also περὶ τούτων 
which I prefer, because it is a worse 
reading, and so throws more discredit 
on a suspected passage. 

τὸ δ᾽ ἄπειρον] The reader will not 
fail to admire the skilful play upon the 
words ἄπειρον, ἐλλόγιμον, and ἐνάοι“- 
μον. Stallbaum compares Zim. 55, Ο, τὸ 
ἀπείρους χόσμους εἶναι λέγειν ἡγήσαιτ᾽ 
ἄν τις ὄντως ἀπείρου τινὸς δόγμα ὧν 
ἔμπειρον χρεὼν εἶναι: and the oracle 
given to the Megarians, Ὑμεῖς δ᾽, ὦ 
Μεγαρεῖς, οὔτε τρίτοι οὔτε τέταρτοι Ov- 
τε δυωδέχατοι, οὔτ᾽ ἐν λόγῳ οὔτ᾽ ἐν 
ἀριϑμῷ. *** 

Kapol y αὐτὰ ταῦτα] Commonly Καὶ 

lost in transmission from Sydney. The missing 
[Publisher's Note.] 
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ΣΩ. Ὀρϑῶς μέντοι ταῦϑ᾽ ἡμᾶς, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ἠρώτηχε 
Φίληβος. 

ΠΡΏ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν, xai ἀποχρίνου ye αὐτῷ. 
22. “ράσω ταῦτα, διελϑὼν σμικρὸν ἔτι weg αὐτῶν τού- 

των. ὥσπιερ γὰρ ἕν δτιοῦν εἴ τίς τιοτε λάβοι, τοῦτον, ὡς ἔφα- 
μεν, οὐχ ἐπ᾿ ἀπείρου φύσιν ἔδει βλέπειν εὐθὺς ἀλλ᾽ ent τιν᾽ 
ἀριϑμόν, οὕτω καὶ τοὐναντίον, ὅταν τις τὸ ἄπειρον ἀναγχασϑῇ 
σρῶτον λαμβάνειν, [μὴ ἐπὶ τὸ ἕν εὐθὺς GAR ἐπ] ἀριϑμὸν αὖ τινὰ 
σιλῆϑος ἕχαστον ἔχοντά τι κατανοεῖν δεῖ, τελευτᾶν τ᾽ ἐκ ττάν-- 
τῶν εἰς ἕν. πιάλεν δ᾽ ἐν τοῖς γράμμασι τὸ νῦν λεγόμενον λάβωμεν. 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς; 
ΣΩ. Ἐπειδὴ [φωνὴν ἄπειρον κατενόησὲν] εἴτε τις ϑεὸς εἴτε 

καὶ ϑεῖος ἄνϑρωσιος, ὡς λόγος ἐν «Αἰγύπτῳ Θεύϑ' τινα τοῦτον 

γενέσϑαι λέγων, πρῶτος τὰ φωνήεντα ἐν τῷ ἀπείρῳ κατενόη- 
σεν οὐχ ἕν ὄντα ἀλλὰ πλείω, καὶ πάλιν ἕτερα φωνῆς μὲν οὔ, 
φϑόγγου δὲ μετέχοντά τινὸς, ἀριϑμὸν δέ τινα Xai τούτων εἶ- 
vars τρίτον δὲ εἶδος γραμμάτων διεστήσατο τὰ νῦν λεγόμενα 
ΡΥ Gs pal Δ, A hn ~ , Ae AR , 
ἄφωνα ἡμῖν" τὸ were τοῦτο διήρει τά τ᾽ ἄφϑογγα χαὶ ἄφωνα 
μέχρι ἑνὸς ἑχάστου, καὶ τὰ φωνήεντα, χαὶ τὰ μέσα κατὰ τὸν 

> A , «“ > ‘ Je ‘ co» > cer ‘ 
αὐτὸν τρόπον, ἕως ἀριϑμὸν αὐτῶν λαβὼν evi F ἑχάστῳ καὶ 

ξύμπασι στοιχεῖον ἐπωνόμασε. χαϑορῶν δ᾽ ὡς οὐδεὶς ἡμῶν 
o> HW οὖ pat" 2 cen τς ω »» , ~ 

οὐδ᾽ ἂν ἕν αὑτὸ vad αὑτὸ ἄνευ πάντων αὐτῶν μάϑοι, τοῦτον 

Β 

σ 

τὸν δεσμὸν αὖ λογισάμενος ὡς Ov ἕνα xual πάντα ταῦϑ'᾽ ἕν Ὁ 
πῶς ποιοῦντα, μίαν ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖς ὡς οὖσαν γραμματικὴν τέχνην 
ἐπεφϑέγξατο προσειττών. 

(cf. Elmsl, ad Heracl. 622), and in this 
place the hiatus is avoided by the 
change. The μέσα, which he describes 

ἐμοὶ ταῦτά ye αὐτά. The first change 
I haye adopted from Bodl., which has 
καί μοι; the second from Coislin., which 
has ταὐτά ye ὄντα αὐτά. Stallbaum 
has a strange way of explaining the 
misplaced αὐτά---ρεν se seorsum spectata, 

ΤΣ πρῶτος] *** 
τά τ᾿ ἄφθογγα] We should rather 

have expected τὰ ἄφϑογγά τε χαὶ ἄφωνα, 
but τε is sometimes moved from its place 

above as partaking not of voice but yet 
of sound, are the liquids which stand 
midway between vowels and mute con- 
sonants. 

καθορῶν δέ] Because we can have no 
true conception of φωνὴ except as dis- 
tinct from φϑόγγος; nor of this again 
without also knowing both φωνὴ and 
τὸ ἄφωνον. 

μίαν ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖς ὡς οὖσαν is ex- 
plained by Stallbaum as ὡς οὖσαν μίαν; 

*** A sheet of the Editor’s MS. has been lost in transmission from Sydney, The missing 
notes will appear in the Addenda. 

Platonis Philebus. 

(Publisher's Note.} 

2 
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Ταῦτ᾽ ἔτι σαφέστερον ἐχείνων αὐτά ye meds ἄλληλα, 
ὦ Πρώταρχε, ἔμαϑον. τὸ δ᾽ αὐτό μοι τοῦ λόγου νῦν τε καὶ 
σμιχρὸν ἔμσεροσϑεν ἐλλείχεεταϊ. 

May, ὦ Φίληβε, τὸ τί πρὸς ἔπος αὖ ταῦτ᾽ ἐστίν; 
, ~> Σὲ a , ~ 2 , ‘ , Ναί, τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν ὁ πάλαι ζητοῦμεν ἐγώ τε καὶ Πρώ- 

ΣΩ, 

ΦΙ. 

ταρχος. 

ΣΩ. Καὶ μὴν ew αὐτῷ γ᾽ 
πάλαι. 

OL, 

ΣΩ. 

Πῶς; 

ἤδη γεγονότες ζητεῖτε, ὡς φής, 

‘Ao’ οὐ περὶ φρονήσεως ἦν χαὶ ἡδονῆς ἡμῖν ἐξ ἀρχῆς 
«ς ς / > ~ « , 

6 λόγος, ὑπότερον αὑτοῖν αἱρετέον; 

ΦΙ. Πῶς γὰρ οὔ; 
- > 3 22. Kai μὴν ἕν γ᾽ ἑχάτερον αὐτοῖν εἶναί paper. 

ΦΙ. Πάνυ μέν οὖν. 
ΣΩ. Τοῦτ᾽ αὐτὸ τοίνυν ἡμᾶς ὃ πρόσϑεν λόγος ἀπταιτεῖ, 

ἐπῶς ἔστιν ἕν καὶ πολλὰ αὐτῶν ἑχάτερον, χαὶ [πῶς μὴ ἄπειρα 

he has illustrated this position of ὡἧς 
by Sophist, 242, c. παισὶν ὡς οὖσιν ἡμῖν, 
and other examples; but he should not 
have quoted for this purpose Arist. 
Clouds 256, οἴμοι Ξωχράτην (sic) “Qo- 
περ we τὸν ᾿Αϑάυανθ᾽ ὅπως μὴ SUoete. 

αὐτά ye π. &.] This means that the 
several parts of the last λόγος are con- 
sistent with each other. ἐλλείπεται, ἐδ 
left unperformed, is deficient. 

τί πρὸς eros] Huthyd. 295, c. ἐὰν 
μηδὲν πρὸς ἔπος ἀποχρίνωμαι, ze. nothing 
to the purpose. 

Καὶ μὴν ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ y] And yet you are 
close upon that which, as you say, you 
have been some time looking for. The 
Zurich editors have placed a mark of 
interrogation after this sentence, which 
is certainly incorrect; but as the common 
formula is χαὶ pyy—ye, and H is con- 
tinually confounded with the compen- 
dium of xa}, Ihave altered 7 into χαὶ 
accordingly. 

πῶς ἔστιν ἕν] The impudence of the 
interpolation in this passage betrays the 
author of it. In place of letting So- 
erates ask what number of kinds we 
can discern in ἡδονὴ and φρόνησις, he 
makes him enquire, how they are not 
straightway indefinite (as if there could 
be @ how of that which is simply ne- 
gative,) and again how either of them 

has some number, a question which 
Plato himself could not have answered. 
I have no hesitation in condemning 
what appears in brackets, and in mak- 
ing τίνα interrogative, without which it 
would have no right to ποτέ. But even 
πῶς ἔστιν ἕν χαὶ πολλὰ a. ἑχάτερον is far 
from satisfactory. Either it is a clumsy 
way of asking what is more plainly 
asked in τίνα mot’ ἀρισμὸν χέχτηται, 
or it proposes a question which the 
upholders of Ideas have been content ~ 
to leave unsolved (Phedo 100, p, τοῦ 
χαλοῦ παρουσία, εἴτε χοινώνίο, εἴϑ᾽ ὅπῃ 
δὴ χαὶ ὅπως προσγενομένη) for so that 
passage should be read. In our text 
I propose to read ἀπαιτεῖ πως, εἰ ἔστιν 
ἕν χαὶ πολλὰ αὐτῶν ξχάτερον, τίνα ποτ᾽ 
ἀριδυιὲν ἔμπροσθεν χέχτηται τοῦ ἄπειρα 
γεγονέναι. The reasons for interpolat- 
ing ξχάτερον and αὐτῶν Exacta are 
quite obvious; the first word was re- 
peated because of the previous sup- 
plement, and itself was thought to be 
inconsistent with ἄπειρα ; to accord 
with which ἕχαστα was contrived. And 
the result of all this ingenuity is that 
we have the same things designated 
twice as Exdtepov, and once as Exacta 
in such proximity, that a single de- 
signation was alone needful or bearable. 
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εὐθύς, ἀλλά] τίνα ποτ᾽ ἀριϑμὸν [éxccregor] ἔμσεροσϑεν χέχτη- 
ται τοῦ ἄπειρα [αὐτῶν ἕκαστα] γεγονέναι; 

ΠΡΩ.. Οὐχ εἰς φαῦλόν γ᾽ ἐρώτημα, ὦ Φίληβε, οὐχ oid 
ὅντινα τρόπον κύχλῳ πως περιαγαγὼν ἡμᾶς ἐμβέβληκε Σωχρά- 
της. χαὶ σχόσει. δὴ ττότερος ἡμῶν ἀττοχρινεῖται τὸ νῦν ἐρωτώ- 
μενον. ἴσως δὴ γελοῖον τὸ ἐμέ, tov λόγου διάδοχον “ταντελῶς 
ὑποστάντα, διὰ τὸ μὴ δύνασϑαι τὸ νῦν ἐρωτηϑὲν ἀποχρίνασϑαι 
σοὶ πάλιν τοῦτο προστάττειν" γελοιότερον δ᾽ οἶμαι πολὺ τὸ 
μηδέτερον ἡμῶν δύνασϑαι. σχόπει δὴ τί δράσομεν. εἴδη γάρ 
μοι δοχεῖ νῦν ἐρωτᾶν ἡδονῆς ἡμᾶς Σωχράτης, εἴτ᾽ ἔστιν εἴτε 
μή, καὶ Orde ἐστὲ χαὶ δτιοῖα" τῆς τ᾽ αὖ φρονήσεως πέρι χατὰ 
ταὐτὰ ὡσαύτως. 

ΣΩ. ᾿“ληϑέστατα λέγεις, ὦ wai Καλλίου" μὴ γὰρ δυνάμε- 
vou τοῦτο χατὰ τταντὸς ἑνὸς χαὶ ὁμοίου zai ταὐτοῦ δρᾶν χαὶ 

τοῦ ἐναντίου, ὡς ὃ παρελϑὼν λόγος ἐμήνυσεν, οὐδεὶς ἂν ἡμῶν 
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εἰς οὐδὲν οὐδενὸς οὐδέποτε γένοιτο ἄξιος. 

TIP. Σχεδὸν ἔοιχεν οὕτως, ὦ Σώχρατες, ἔχειν. ἀλλὰ χα- 

λὸν μὲν τὸ ξύμπαντα γιγνώσχειν τῷ σώφρονι, δεύτερος δ᾽ εἶἷ- 
vor πλοῦς δοχεῖ μὴ λανϑάνειν αὐτὸν αὗτόν. τί δή μοι τοῦτ᾽ 
εἴρηται τὰ νῦν; ἐγώ σοι φράσω. σὺ τήνδ᾽ ἡμῖν τὴν συνουσίαν, 
x 
ω 

διάδ, παντελῶς ὑποστάντα] Having 
unreservedly taken your place as your 
Successor. παντελῶς qualifies διάδοχον 
ὑποστάντα as taken together. The At- 
tie Orators have χορηγὸς ὑπέστην, ὑπο- 
στῆναι πρατῆρα, eSedovryy ὑποστῆναι 
τριήραρχον, without any infinitive to 
follow. In Xen. Anab. 1v, 1, εἴ τις 
ἐθέλει ἀνὴρ ἀγαθὸς γενέσϑαι xak ὑπο- 
στὰς ἐπελόντης πορεύεσθαι, the order 
of construction is, xa) πορεύεσθαι, éSe- 
λοντὴς ὑποστάς. 

οὐδεὶς ἂν ἡμῶν] The received text 
reads ἂν ἡμῶν after οὐδενός, the ἂν 
being placed most perversely in the 
midst of all these negatives; but as 
ἡμῶν certainly belongs to the first of 
them, we may infer that the words 
ἂν ἡμῶν were both omitted together, 
and then restored, but to a wrong 
place. 
τῷ σώφρονι] 1 cannot explain why 

Σώλχρατες, ἐπέδωχας πᾶσι [χαὶ σεαυτὸν] πρὸς τὸ διελέσϑαι 

this was added, unless there was some 
current saying πάντα χαλὰ τῷ σώφρονι, 
on which Protarchus plays by adding 
γιηνώσχειν. 

ἐπέδωκας) You bestowed upon us all 
this conversation [and yourself,] for the 
purpose of discussing what is the best 
of human possessions. Compare Laws, 
XII, 944, A, ὅπλα, ἃ Πηλεῖ φησὶν ὁ ποιη- 
τὴς παρὰ ϑεῶν προῖχα ἐν τοῖς γάμοις 
ἐπιδοϑῆναι Θετίδι. The difference be- 
tween ἐπιδιδόναι in such passages, and 
the simple verb, is that the former 
applies only to making presents. But 
for these very reasons a man could 
not be said ἐπιδιδόναι ξαυτόν. The 
addition is borrowed from a passage 
oceurring a few lines below, where the 
reading of all authorities is ἔδωχας; 
but this is said of a later period and 
one contained within our own dialogue 
(Ρ. 16, A.B). The present reference is to 

Q* 

σ 
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τί τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων κτημάτων ἄριστον. Φιλήβου γὰρ εἰτεόντος 
ς \ \ , ‘ x ‘ a? © / ~ > 2» 
ἡδονὴν χαὶ τέρψιν χαὶ χαρὰν καὶ ward ὁπόσα τοιαῦτ ἐστί, 

D σὺ πρὸς αὔτ᾽ avreineg ὡς οὐ ταῦτ᾽ ἀλλ᾽ ἐχεῖν᾽ ἐστίν, & 7εολ- 
λάχις ἡμᾶς αὐτοὺς ἀναμιμνήσχομεν ἑχόντες, ὀρϑῶς δρῶντες, ἵν᾽ 
ἐν μνήμῃ παραχείμενα ἑκάτερα" βασανίζηται. φὴς δ᾽ ὡς ἔοιχε 

ν᾿ BY , > ~ PL ς - > > » bf 
σὺ τὸ προσρηϑησόμενον ὀρϑῶς [ἄμεινον ἥδονῆς y | ἀγαϑὸν εἴ- 

γαὶ νοῦν, ἐπιστήμην, σύνεσιν, τέχνην καὶ πάντ᾽ αὖ τὰ τούτων 
ξυγγενῆ, ἃ χτᾶσϑαι δεῖν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχὶ ἐκεῖνα. τούτων δὴ μετ᾽ 
ἀμφισβητήσεως ἑχατέρων λεχϑέντων, ἡμεῖς σοι μετὰ «ταιδιᾶς 
ἠγιειλήσαμεν ὡς οὐχ ἀφήσομεν οἴχαδέ σε, τιρὶν ἂν τούτων τῶν 
λόγων πέρας ἱχανὸν γένηταί τι διορισϑέντων. σὺ δὴ συνεχώ- i 

ρῆσας χαὶ ἔδωχας εἰς vat ἡμῖν σαυτόν. ἡμεῖς δὲ δὴ λέγο- 
at « - [ἢ - > ~ , > , μὲν, χαϑάπερ οἱ παῖδες, ὅτι τῶν ὀρθῶς δοθέντων ἀφαίρεσις 

οὐχ ἔσει. «ταῦσαι δὴ τὸν τρόπον ἡμῖν ἀτταντῶν τοῦτον emi τὰ 

γῦν λεγόμενα. 
ΣΩ. Τίνα λέγεις; 
ΠΡΏΩ. Eig ἀπορίαν ἐμβάλλων καὶ ἀνερωτῶν ὧν μὴ δυναί- 

Odi, He ν᾿ ΣΟ > ~ t at \ ‘ 
ued? ἂν ἱκανὴν ἀτπιόχρισιν ἐν τῷ παρόντι διδόναι σοι. μὴ γὰρ 

οἰώμεϑα τέλος fuiv εἶναι τῶν νῦν τὴν πάντων ἡμῶν ἀπορίαν. 
ἀλλ᾽ εἰ δρᾶν TOD ἡμεῖς ἀδυνατοῦμεν; σοὶ" δραστέον" ὑ7έσχου 

1 nay \ \ oh >) ΤΡ t ς - Le τ 
γάρ. βουλεύου δὴ πιρὸς ταῦτ᾽ αὐτός; τεότερον ἡδονῆς εἴδη σοι 

᾿ς ἢ , , ΕΝ ie > ΤῊ a gq? & , 
χαὶ ἐπιστήμης διαιρετέον ἢ χαὶ ἐατέον, εἴ πῃ [χκαϑ' ἕτερόν] 

τῷ - cl ~ 

τινὰ τρόπον οἷός τ᾽ εἶ χαὶ βούλει δηλῶσαί πὼς ἄλλως τὰ viv 

ἀμφισβητούμενα mag’ ἡμῖν. ᾿ 
XQ, Δεινὸν μὲν τοίνυν ἔτι πιροσδοχᾶν οὐδὲν det τὸν ἐμέ, 

ἐπειδὴ τοῦϑ᾽ οὕτως εἶπες" τὸ γὰρ εἰ βούλει ῥηθὲν λύει πάντα 
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his. first consenting to hold the con- 
versation, so that σαυτὸν ἐπέδωχας 
would be a ludicrous hyperbole. 

τὸ προσρηθησόμενον ὀρθῶς [ἄ. ἡ. 
¥]] See Addenda. 

Thos ἡμῖν εἶναι) ie. the end and 
am. 

καθ᾽ ἕτερον] There cannot be a more 
feeble tautology than xaS ἕτερόν τινα 
τρόπον πως ἄλλως. The first two words 
were added by a scribe who did not 
see a τινὰ τρόπον belongs to οἷός 
τ᾽ εἶ. 

τὸν ἐμέ! .6., me, the threatened one, 

—poor me, Plat. Ep. 7. zat δὴ xar 
τὸν ἐμὲ παρεμνυϑεῖτο, -- .6., Plato, who 
had apprehended mischief from Diony- 
sius. Theet. 166, A, γέλωτα δὴ τὸν ἐμὲ 
ἐν τοῖς λόγοις ἀπέδειξε;,--- 6., Protago- 
ras, who complains of hard usage. 

τὸ γὰρ εἰ βούλει ῥηθέν] It has not 
been observed that this is said gene- 
rally, and Exéotwy πέρι has been mis- 
translated in consequence. The sense 
is, When men say ‘if you please’, it does 
away with all fear in every case. 1 
confess that I have no great faith in 
the genuineness of ἐπειδὴ τοῦθ᾽ οὔ. εἶπ. 
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φόβον ἑκάστων τιέρι. τιρὸς δ᾽ 
τίς μοι δεδωχέναι ϑεῶν ἡμῖν: 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς δὴ καὶ τίνων; 

αὖ τούτοις μνήμην τινὰ δοχεῖ 

32. Adbywor ποτέ τινων πάλαι ἀχούσας ὕναρ ἢ χαὶ ἐγρη- 
γορὼς viv ἐννοῶ περί ¥ ἡδονῆς καὶ φρονήσεως, ὡς οὐδέτερον 
αὐτοῖν ἐστὶ τἀγαϑόν, ἀλλ᾽ ἄλλο τι τρίτον, ἕτερον μὲν τούτων, 
ἄμεινον δ᾽ ἀμφοῖν. χαίτοι τοῦτο γ᾽ ἂν ἐναργῶς ἡμῖν φανῇ 

viv, anna Sy ἡδονὴ τοῦ νιχᾶν" , ἀπήλλαχται μὲν ἡδονὴ τοῦ νικᾶν 
nw ~ 

ἢ πῶς; 
»” > >~ Υ, 
ὅτι TAVTOY αὐτῇ γιγνοιτο. 

ΠΡΩ, Οὕτως. 

‘ ‘ 2 ‘ 2 wn 

τὸ yao ἀγαϑὸν οὐχ ἂν 

ΣΩ, Τῶν δέ γ᾽ [εἰς τὴν διαίρεσιν») εἰδῶν ἡδονῆς οὐδὲν ἔτι 
προσδεησόμεϑα nar? ἐμὴν δόξαν. ὑπροϊὸν δ᾽ ἔτι σαφέστερον 
δείξει. 

ΠΡΩ, Καλλιστ᾽ εἰπών, οὕτω καὶ διαττέραινε. 

πρὸς δ᾽ αὖ τούτοις] The Bodleian 
has αὖ τοῖς, which form is inadmissible 

here. The origin of the error, which 
has been corrected from Coisl., is ob- 
vious. 

καίτοι τοῦτό Υ̓ ἄν] The Bodleian 
has χαΐτοι οὕτω γε ἐᾶν, which Orelli 
changed into xo τοιοῦτό γ᾽ ἄν. But 
this will not mean what we want. For 
as he has not yet named this something 
better, he cannot say “if it should ap- 
pear such”, but either “if any such 
thing should appear” which would re- 
quire tt, or, “if this thing should ap- 
pear’. As ye is in the best MSS., it 
is admitted by Orelli into his cor- 
rection: but xoal—ye means “and be- 
sides”, whereas xalto.—ye is equivalent 
to “and yet you must admit’, which is 
the proper transition. I therefore retain 
τοῦτο from the inferior MSS., but ad- 
opt ye from the Bodleian. 

[εἰς τὴν διαίρεσιν) In order to get 
rid of the awkwardness of saying: “we 
shall not want the εἴδη of pleasure to 
serve the purpose of διαίρεσις", (as 
though they had to look for the εἴδη 
first, and then to begin διαιρεῖν into 
those very εἴδη) as well as to escape 
the intolerable harshness of the con- 
struction, I resorted to the expedient 
of taking τῶν by itself and not as the 
article of εἰδῶν. But this was too 
violent a proceeding. I now believe 
that any attempt to reconcile oneself 

to εἷς τὴν διαίρεσιν is a waste of time 
on words which do not belong to the 
author. Those who understand, “εἴδη 
for the purpose of διαίρεσις, will say 
that transposition would) be a milder 
remedy; but Socrates intends to give 
up the διαίρεσις itself, and not merely 
some particular means towards that, 
end. 

προϊὸν Sic. δείξει] The proverbial 
expression is, αὐτὸ δείξει, the event 
will make things clear. But we are 
told that both δείξει and δηλώσει are 
used in the same manner without αὐτό. 
The first occurs in Arist. Progs, 1261, 
where, however, μέλῃ may be the sub- 
ject, and in Herodotus m1, 82, where 
διέδεξε follows the impersonal ἀπέβη. 
All the other instances quoted are of 
δηλοῖ or ἐδήλωσε. If therefore this is 
a real instance, it is a very rare one, 
It is uncertain whether the thing which 
is to shew itself is the ἄλλο τί τρίτον, 
or the correctness of Socrates’ δόξα, 
ὅτι οὐδὲν Ere προσδεησόμεϑα x. τ. & In 
either case, what is the meaning of ἔτι 
σαφέστερον, where at present nothing 
is σαφές If it be said that ἔτι be- 
longs to προῖόν, this is only admissible 
if εἷς τὸ ἔμπροσθεν or some equivalent 
phrase be added to it. A MS. of no 
authority gives δέ tt. I should prefer 
προϊόντι δέ, “It will appear more clear- 
ly (whether I am right) as I proceed”. 
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ΣΩ. 

ΠΡΩ. Τὰ ποῖα; 
D 

λεον] εἶναι; 

ΠΛΆΤΩΝΟΣ ΦΙΛΗΒΟΣ. 

Σμίχρ᾽ ἄττα τοίνυν ἔμτιροσϑεν ἔτι διομολογησώμεϑα. 

ΣΩ. Τὴν τἀγαϑοῦ μοῖραν πότερον ἀνάγχη τέλεον [ἢ μὴ τέ- 

ΠΡΩ. Πάντων δή που τελεώτατον, ὦ Σώκρατες. 
ΣΩ. Ti δέ; ἱχανὸν [τἀγαϑόν]; 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ οὔ; καὶ πάντων γ᾽ εἰς τοῦτο διαφέρειν 

τῶν ὄντων. 

ΣΩ. Τόδε ye μήν, ὡς οἶμαι, περὲ αὐτοῦ ἀναγχαιότατον 
εἶναι λέγειν, ὡς πᾶν τὸ γιγνῶσχον αὐτὸ ϑηρεύει καὶ ἐφίεται 

, c ~ ΠΝ 4 cA , : ‘ ~ 32» 

[βουλόμενον] ἑλεῖν καὶ segi αὑτὸ χτήσασϑαι, καὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
οὐδὲν φροντίζει [πλὴν] τῶν ἀποτελουμένων ἅμα ἀγαϑοῖς. 

ΠΡΩ, Οὐχ ἔστι τούτοις ἀντειπεῖν. 
E 28, 

φρονήσεως βίον ἰδόγειρ χωρίς. 
ΠΡΩ, Πῶς εἶπες; 

Σχοπῶμεν δὴ χαὶ χρίνωμεν τόν ϑ᾽ ἡδονῆς χαὶ τὸν 

ΣΩ. Mi ἐν τῷ τῆς ἡδονῆς ἐνέστω φρόνησις, μήτ᾽ ἐν τῷ 
τῆς φρονήσεως ἧδονή. δεῖ γάρ, εἴπερ τεότερον αὐτῶν ἐστὶ τάἀγα- 

, A ‘ »” ~ , > ἈΝ - , Jor, μηδὲν μηδενὸς ἔτι προσδεῖσθαι" δεόμενον δ᾽ ἂν φανῇ τιό- 
21 τερον, οὐκ ἔστι που τοῦτ᾽ ἔτι τὸ ὄντως ἡμῖν ἀγαϑόν. 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ ἄν; 

22. Οὐκοῦν ἐν σοὶ πειρώμεϑα βασανίζοντες ταῦτα. 
ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 

[ἢ μὴ τέλεον] No one in his senses 
would ask ‘whether the Idea of Good 
necessarily implied incompleteness”. 
And yet this nonsense has been left 
unchallenged since the revival of letters, 
nay was so perhaps even under the 
Ptolemies. Another evident addition is 
τάγαϑόν. For with tayaSdy we must 
understand ἐστί. But that the true 
construction is ἀνάγκη .. εἶναι appears 
from the answer, in which all the MSS. 
give διαφέρειν. A third interpolation 
disfigures | the clause ὡς πᾶν τὸ γιηνῶ- 
σχον αὐτὸ Snpever χἀὶ ἐφίεται βουλό- 
μενον ἑλεῖν. ᾿Εφίεμαι is sometimes fol- 
lowed by the infinitive as in Eur. Jon 
521, εἰ φιλεῖν ἐφίεμαι; but some one 
who did not know this, supposed αὐτοῦ 
to be understood, and introduced βου- 
λόμενον to govern éhety. 

πλὴν τῶν ἀποτελουμένων ἅμα dya- 
θοῖς is the reading of all MSS. md 
Editions, as far as I know; and one 
editor undertakes to explain ‘it, and his 
explanation is commended by another. 
But we may be quite certain that So- 
crates is intended to say, that men care 
for no other results than such«as are 
in themselves good. Why then repre- 
sent him introducing, as the sole ob- 
jects of men’s care, other results pro- 
duced along with good things? I had 
once proposed to cancel πλὴν and to read 
ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ἀγαϑῶν. But this violent change 
is unnecessary. -Antiquum obtinet. The 
intrusion of πλὴν has made nonsense 
of a simple and easy sentence. 
πότερον] used here and elsewhere as 

== ὁποτερονοῦν. 

OO μων... κυ μνμνμ κου 



<<. 

νι δ 

“τὰν 
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ΣΩ. ‘Anoxzgivor δή. 
PQ. Aéye. 

22. Δέξαι ἄν, Πρώταρχε, ob ζῆν τὸν βίον ἅπαντα ἧδό- 

μενος ἡδονὰς τὰς μεγίστας; 
ΠΡΩ, τί δ᾽ οὔ; 

ΕΙ > t . ~ ~ ~ S2. *Ao οὖν ἔτι τινὸς ἄν σοι τιροσδεῖν ἡγοῖο, εἰ τοῦτ᾽ 
ἔχοις παντελῶς; 

ΠΡΩ, Οὐδαμῶς. 
FQ. Ὅρα δή, τοῦ φρονεῖν καὶ τοῦ νοεῖν καὶ λογίζεσθαι 

[τὰ δέοντα], καὶ ὅσα τούτων ἀδελφά, μῶν μὴ δέοι ἄν τι; 

ΠΡΩ, Καὶ τί; πάντα γὰρ 
»” >» ‘ , ” 

EXOLLL AY TOV TO χαίρξιν ἔχων. 

SQ. Οὐχοῦν οὕτω ζῶν ἀεὶ μὲν διὰ βίου [ταῖς μεγίσταις 
ἡδοναῖς] χαίροις ἄν; 

ΠΡΩ, Ti δ᾽ οὔ; 
ΣΩ. Νοῦν δέ γε 

ἹΠρώταρχε] « seems to be omitted 
here on account of the pronoun being 
placed after the name of the person 
addressed, which is usual either when 
the speaker first turns to him, or makes 
an especial appeal to him. 

[τὰ Séovra]] Five lines lower down 
the list of mental Powers or qualities is 
again given as νοῦς, μνήμη, ἐπιστήμη, 
δόξα ἀχηϑής. OF that list it will be 
time to speak when we come to it: 
but a third series follows immediately 
upon the second one, ‘which tallies 
pretty exactly both in substance and 
order with that before us: 1. td φρο- 
γεϊνεεφρόνησις. 32. τὸ νοεῖνε--8. μνήμη 
of past things, b. δόξα of future. 8, τὸ 
doyifeoSar—=)eoytoucs. 1. Consciousness 
or immediate Perception. 2. The Re- 
presentative faculty. 3. Inference, not 
logical, but in its lowest type. If any 
one will compare this passage with the 
other, he will see why τὰ δέοντα ought 

“to be rejected without hesitation. 
μῶν μὴ Séov ἄν τι] The MSS, have 

μηδὲ ὁρᾶν τι. Several scholars have 
proposed to change ὁρᾶν into ὄναρ, but 
they all appear to leave tt, which in 
this case would be contrary to Greek 
usage. I made this correction in the 
year 55; but, unless my memory fails 
me, the Leipzig Edition by C. F, Herr- 
mann appeared in ’54. Any one who 

[καὲ μνήμην καὶ ἐπιστήμην καὶ δόξαν] 

has that Edition will see in Herrmann’s 
Preface the name of the scholar to 
whom he attributes the emendation. I 
am unable to recall it, but I confess 
that I have been beaten by at least 
one year. 

[rats μεγίσταις ἡδοναῖς} Even sup- 
posing that Plato could use χαίρειν 
ἡδοναῖς in the sense of enjoying plea- 
sures, the words τ. μ. 7. are nothing 
to, the purpose, for the amount has 
been already mentioned, and the drift 
of this passage is, that he would be 
in a continual state of pleasure—and 
never once know it. 

νοῦν δέ ye] It has been shewn above 
that there is an exact correspondence 
between the series given in the sentence 
beginning “Opa δή, and that which oc- 
curs in the argument commencing with 
πρῶτον. But the list now before us, 
though so much nearer to this last, 
has no such congruity. And indeed it 
is worse than unnecessary; for what 
sort of reasoning is this? ‘As you do 
not possess Memory, Knowledge, and 
Belief, you cannot know whether you 
are in pleasure or not, because you 
have no Consciousness.” All that Plato 
wrote was Νοῦν δέ ye μὴ χεχτημένον 
πρῶτον μὲν x τ΄ & As he has no 
vous, he cannot have φρόνησις, which 

is a part of νοῦς. 
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\ , > ~ ~ ‘ ~ 2 ey 7,” , 
μὴ χεχτημένον [ἀλη], πρῶτον μὲν τοῦτ᾽ αὐτό, εἰ ἢ χαίρεις 

Ὦ μὴ χαίρεις, ἀνάγχη δή πού σε ἀγνοεῖν, χενόν γ᾽ ὕντα πάσης ἢ μὴ χαιρέις, yan On ? U7] 
φρονήσεως. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿ΑἸνάγχη. 
C 32. Καὶ μὴν ὡσαύτως μνήμην μὴ χκεχτημένον ἀγάγχη δή μὴ μνήμην μὴ next i 
πού σε und ὅτι ποτὲ ἔχαιρες μεμνῆσϑαι, τῆς τ᾽ ἐν τῷ παάρα- 
χρῆμα ἡδονῆς πιροσπιιπιτούσης μηδ᾽ ἡντινοῦν μνήμην ὑπομένειν" 
δόξαν δ᾽ αὖ μὴ κεχτημένον [ἀληθῆ] μὴ δοξάζειν χαίρειν χαί- 
ροντα, λογισμοῦ δὲ στερόμενον μηδ᾽ εἰς τὸν ἔπειτα χρόνον ὡς 
αἱρήσεις δυνατὸν εἶναι λογίζεσϑαι, ζῆν δ᾽ οὐχ ἀνθρώπου βίον χαιρῆ oye it ὃ 

2 ~ = -" ἀλλά τινος πλεύμονος ἢ τῶν boa [ϑαλάττια] μετ᾿ ὀστρῥξίνων 
ΒΩ δι. ἃ, , »” ~ nw ‘ ~ > wy ws 

ἔμ ψυχά ἐστι σωμάτων. ἔστι ταῦτα, ἢ παρὰ ταῦτ᾽ ἔχομεν ἄλ- 
Ὁ λως πως διανοηθῆναι; ; , 

ΠΡΩ. Kei πῶς; 

SQ. ‘Ag οὖν αἱρετὸς ἡμῖν. βίος ὃ τοιοῦτος; 
ΠΡΩ, Eig ἀφασίαν παντάπασί με, ὦ Σώχρατες, οὗτος ὃ 

λόγος ἐμβέβληχκε τὰ νῦν. : 
22. μήπω τοίνυν μαλϑαχιζώμεϑα, τὸν δὲ τοῦ νοῦ μετα- ἤσι I μεϑα, t 

λαβόντες αὖ βίον ἴδωμεν. 
ΠΡΩ, Ποῖον δὴ λέγεις; 
22. Εἴ τις δέξαιτ᾽ ἂν αὖ ζῆν ἡμῶν φρόνησιν μὲν nai νοῦν 

καὶ ἐπιστήμην “ai μνήμην πᾶσαν πάντων χεχτημένος, ἡδονῆς 
E δὲ μετέχων μήτε μέγα μήτε σμικρόν, μηδ᾽ αὖ λύπης, ἀλλὰ τὸ 

3 ᾽ν - 

παράπαν ἀπαϑὴὶς πάντων ὧν τῶν τοιούτων. 

πού σε μήθ᾽] πον μηδὲ is the read- 
ing of the MSS. But it is necessary to 
insert the pronoun, and Stallbaum was 
right in his first edition when he changed 
μηδὲ into μήτε. There is no reason 
why μὴ μεμνῆσθαι should receive more 
stress than yx) δοξάζειν or μὴ do ἐξε- 
σϑαι; (for though we have μηδὲ in 
this last instance, the ‘not even” or 
“also not” refers not to δυνατὸν εἶναι 
d., but to εἰς τὸν ἔπειτα χρόνον). 
᾿Ιἀληθῆ!} The reason for putting ἀλὴ- 

37 in brackets is that any δόξα, whether 
false or true, would suffice πρὸς τὸ δο- 
ξάζειν χαίρειν, and, where there is no 
yous, there can be no δόξα. 

[θαλάττια]] If Plato had cared to tell 

us that shellfish lived in the sea, he 
would not have done so by placing an 
adjective where it is out of construction. 
He would at least have written ϑαλάτ- 
tia ὄντα. Let us therefore leave the 
commentators to decide, when they can, 

whether the sense iis ὅσα ϑαλάττιά 
ἐστιν ἐμψυχά, or ὅσα ἐμψυχά ἐστι 
ϑαλάττια. 

μεταλαβόντες) ἐᾳ. ἐν μέρει λαβόν- 
τες. Compare below 51, A 

πάντων wv] 1 have supplied ὧν, which 
is required by the rules of the language. 
Not even an inferior writer would say, 
μὴ μετέχων ἀλλ᾽ ἀπαϑής. The syl- 
lable was absorbed by that which pre- 
ceded it. 

= He 
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ΠΡΩ, Ovdéregog ὃ βίος, ὦ Σώχρατες, ἔμοιγε τούτων αἵ- 
ρετός, οὐδ᾽ ἄλλῳ μή ποτε, ὡς ἐγῷμαι, φανῇ. 

ΣΩ. Ti δ᾽ ὃ ξυναμφότερος, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ἐξ ἀμφοῖν συμ-- 22 
μιχϑεὶς χοινὸς γενόμενος; 

ΠΡΩ. ‘Hodovig λέγεις καὶ νοῦ [χαὶ φρονήσεως]; 
ΣΩ, Οὕτω χαὶ τὸν τοιοῦτον λέγω ἔγωγε. 
ΠΡΩ, Πᾶς δήπου τοῦτόν γ᾽ αἱρήσεται medtegov ἢ ἐχείνων 

ὁποτερονοῦν, καὶ ἵπρὸς τούτοις γ᾽ οὐχ ὃ μέν, ὃ δ᾽ οὔ. 
SQ. ἸΠανϑάνομεν οὖν ὕ τι νῦν ἡμῖν ἐστὶ τὸ ξυμβαῖνον ἐν 

τοῖς παροῦσι λόγοις; 
ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὗν, ὅτι τρεῖς μὲν βίοι προὐτέϑησαν, τοῖν 

δυοῖν δ᾽ οἰδέτερος ἱκανὸς οὐδ᾽ αἱρετὸς οὔτ᾽ ἀνθρώπων οὔτε B 
ζώων οὐδενί. 

32. ηῶν οὖν οὐχ ἤδη τούτων γε πέρι δῆλον ὡς οὐδέτερος 
> ~ w ’ ‘ ~ 

αὐτῶν εἶχε τἀγαϑόν; ἦν γὰρ ἂν ἱκανὸς xai τέλεος χαὶ πτᾶσι 
[φυτοῖς καὶ] ζώοις αἱρετός, οἷσττερ δυνατὸν ἦν οὕτως ἀεὶ διὰ 

, ~ > , 2, ς "ν,η525 ειἐμλΔῷ. » ‘ , w ‘ ~ - βίου ζῆν. εἰ δέ τις ἄλλα ἡρεῖϑ'᾽ ἡμῶν, παρὰ φύσιν ἂν τὴν τοῦ 
> ao.” « ~ , 2 2 2 , 2 2». “ 
ἀληϑῶς αἱρετοῦ ἐλάμβανεν ἄκων ἐξ ἀγνοίας ἢ τινος ἀνάγχης 

> > , 

οὐχ εὐδαίμονος. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿Ἔοιχε γοῦν tov} οὕτως ἔχειν. 

ΣΩ, Ὡς μὲν τοίνυν τήν ye Φιλήβου ϑεὸν οὐ dei διανοεῖ-- 
> ~ ~ ~ σϑαι ταὐτὸν xai τἀγαϑόν, ἱκανῶς εἰρῆσϑαί μοι δοκεῖ. 

ΦΙ. Οὐδὲ γὰρ ὃ σὸς νοῦς, ὦ Σώκρατες, ἔστι τἀγαϑόν, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἕξει που ταὐτὰ ἐγχλήματα. 

ἐξ ἀμφοῖν συμμιχθείς) ae, διὰ τὸ 
συμμιχϑῆναι. This use of the participle 
is very frequent in Plato. Compare Rep. 
506, Β, προθυμούμενος ἀσχημονῶν γέ- 
har’ ὀφλήσω,---ἶε., διὰ τὸ προϑυμεῖ- 
σϑαι. In the next sentence χαὶ φρο- 
γήσεως is a manifest interpolation. 

καὶ πρὸς τούτοις ye] This is com- 
monly understood to mean and besides ; 
but it, is evident that nothing additional 
is stated. Stallbaum’s defence of it, 
‘notio atque vis precedentis πᾶς confir- 
matur et augetur, is only true as to 
confirmatur, whereas augetur is the point 
in question. Schleiermacher under- 
stands, in addition to those lives (the 
unmixed); but this would have been 
ἐχείνοις, and, besides, how can a man 

choose both contraries, the unmixed and 
the mixed together? I cannot uphold 
my own former solution of this dif- 
ficulty, for ‘‘in addition to my friends 
here” would be πρὸς τοῖσδε. As some 
addition is intended, the only con- 
ceivable addition to ‘every body will 
choose this life’, is “and one and all 
will bear me out in saying so”. This 
might be, χαὶ προσϑήσεται τούτοις γ᾽ 
οὐχ ὁ μέν, ὁ δ᾽ οὔ. 

[φυτοῖς καὶ) ζώοις] He afterwards adds, 
εἰ δέ τις ἡμῶν, and is evidently think- 
ing of ζῶα capable of choice, and pos- 
sessed of intellect. It is therefore high 
time these φυτὰ were weeded out of 
the text. ᾿Ανάγχη οὐχ εὐδαίμων is one 
of the many euphemisms for Madness. 

σ 
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32. Tey ἄν, ὦ Φίληβε, 6 γ᾽ ἐμός" οὐ μέντοι τόν γ᾽ 
ἀληϑινὸν ἅμα καὶ ϑεῖον οἴμαι νοῦν, ἀλλ᾿ ἄλλως πὼς ἔχειν. 
τῶν μὲν οὖν νιχητηρίων πρὸς τὸν κοινὸν βίον οὖχ ἀμφισβητῶ 
[πω] ὑπὲρ νοῦ, τῶν δὲ δὴ δευτερείων ὁρᾶν καὶ σκοπεῖν χρὴ σπτέρι 

Ὁ τί δράσομεν. τάχα γὰρ ἂν τοῦ χοινοῦ τούτου βίου αἰτιῴμεϑ᾽ — 
nw c , c ‘ ‘ ~ ” c > ,χὦ ‘ Ύ " 

ἂν ἑἕχάτερος ὃ μὲν τὸν νοῦν [αἴτιον), ὃ δ᾽ ἡδονὴν [εἶναι], καὶ 
By οὕτω τὸ μὲν ἀγαϑὸν τούτων ἀμφοτέρων οὐδέτερον ἂν εἴη, τάχα 

δ᾽ ἂν αἴτιόν τις ὑπολάβοι πότερον αὐτῶν εἶναι. τούτου δὴ πέρι 
nei μᾶλλον ἔτι πρὸς Φίληβον διαμαχοίμην ἄν, ὡς ἐν τῷ. μεχτῷ 
τούτῳ βίῳ, ὅ τί ποτ᾽ ἔστι τοῦϑ᾽ ὃ λαβὼν ὃ βίος οὗτος γέγο- 

« ΡΤ eee | "ὦ: eee φῇ 2 ‘ ~ , 
vey αἱρετὸς ἅμα χαὶ ἀγαϑός, οὐχ ἡδονὴ ahha νοῦς τούτῳ §vy- 

γενέστερον χαὶ δμοιότερόν ἐστι. χαὶ χατὰ τοῦτον τὸν λόγον 
W-> W ~ , I» eT ~ , ς - Ν οἴτ᾽ ἂν τῶν πρωτείων οὐδ᾽ αὖ τῶν δευτερείων ἡδονῇ μετὸν 

> ~ ~ 

ἀληϑῶς ἄν ποτὲ λέγοιτο. πορρωτέρω δέ ἐστι τῶν τριτείων, 
a τι τῷ ἐμῷ νῷ δεῖ πιστεύειν ἡμᾶς τὰ νῦν. 

x ~~ 
ΠΡΩ, ᾿Αλλὰ μήν, ὦ Σώκρατες, ἔμοιγε δοχεῖ viv μὲν ἡδονή 

σοι πεττωχέναι χαϑαπερεὶ πιληγεῖσα ὑτιὸ τῶν νῦν δὴ λόγων" 
τῶν γὰρ νιχητηρίων πέρι μαχομένη χεῖται. τὸν δὲ νοῦν, ὡς 
ἔοιχε, λεχτέον ὡς ἐμφρόνως οὐχ ἀντεποιεῖτο τῶν νικητηρίων" 
τὰ γὰρ αὐτὰ ἔπαϑεν ἄν. τῶν δὲ δὴ δευτερείων στερηϑεῖσα 

οὐκ ἀμφισβητῶ [πὼω]] It is difficult 
to account for mw in this place, for he 
evidently renounces for ever the claims 
of νοῦς to the first prize, and contends 
only for the second. Perhaps the re- 
servation may be accounted for by his 
mention of the Seiog νοῦς. the relation 
of which to that of man is afterwards 
treated of. But then again if this had 
been intended, he would scarcely have 
used the words πρὸς τὸν χοινὸν βίον : 
and altogether why confuse the ar- 
gument with an afterthought about some 
other νοῦς ὃ I now believe xw to be 
a mere reproduction of the preceding 
τῷ in ἀμφισβητῶ. 

αὐτιῴμεθ᾽ ἂν] See Addenda, 
οὔτε---οὐδ᾽ av] Of this construction 

Stallbaum gives the following instances: 
Phileb. 42,0; Laws 840, A; Rep. 608, B; 
Ibid. 426, 8B; from which it appears 
that although οὔτε---οὐδὲ is inadmis- 
sible, οὔτε --- οὐδ᾽ av or οὐδέ ye is 
correct, 

perdv] As you cannot say ddyetat 
ὦν, but λέγεται εἶναι, you would here 
expect μετεῖναι, not μετόν. But μετὸν 
came to be looked upon as almost a 
noun, so that in λέγοιτ᾽ ἂν μετὸν we 
understand the infinitive εἶναι. Thus 
in Laws 900, Ε, we read: ϑεοῖς δὲ 
οὔτε μέγα οὔτε σμιχρὸν τῶν τοιούτων 
μετὸν ἐροῦμεν. 

νῦν μέν] The Bodleian has πὸ μέν, 
but I think it is an accidental omission, 
for the opposition is between this first 
bout and another, τῶν δὲ δὴ δεντε- 
ρείων---. 

σοι πεπτωκέναι] cot cannot belong 
to πεπτωχέναι, for ὑπό σου is the proper 
construction after πίπτειν. Nor ean it 
belong to πληγεῖσα, for then Socrates 
the agent, and λόγοι the instrunients, 
would be made to change places. It 
is difficult to say what should be done 
with the word, for it does not look 
like an interpolation. Did Plato write 
bronertwxévat? 

AN 
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ἡδονὴ παντάπασιν ἄν τινα καὶ ἀτιμίαν σχοίη mQdg τῶν αὑτῆς 
ἐραστῶν" οὐδὲ γὰρ ἐκείνοις ἔτ᾽ ἂν ὁμοίως φαίνοιτο καλή: 

ΣΩ, Τί οὖν; οὐχ ἄμεινον αὐτὴν ἐᾶν ἤδη καὶ μὴ τὴν ἀκρι- 
βεστάτην αὐτῇ προσφέροντα βάσανον χαὶ ἐξελέγχοντα λυπεῖν; 

ΠΡΩ. Οὐδὲν λέγεις, ὦ Σώχρατες. 

BQ. ἸΑρ᾽ ὅτι τὸ ἀδύνατον εἴπον, λυπεῖν ἡδονήν; 
ΠΡΩ. Οὐ μόνον γε, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι χαὶ ἀγνοεῖς ὡς οὐδείς πώ 

σε ἡμῶν μεϑήσει, πρὶν. ἂν εἰς τέλος ἐπεξέλϑῃς τούτων τῷ 
λόγῳ. 

XQ. Βαβαὶ ἄρα, ὦ Πρώταρχε, συχνοῦ μὲν λόγου τοῦ λοι- 
ποῦ, σχεδὸν δὲ οὐδὲ πάνυ τι ῥδᾳδίου. νῦν γὰρ δὴ φαίνεται δεῖν 
[ἄλλης μηχανῆς], ἐπὶ τὰ δευτερεῖα ὑπὲρ νοῦ πορευόμενον, οἷον 
βέλη ἔχειν ἕτερα τῶν ἔμτιροσϑεν [λόγων] ἔστι δ᾽. ἴσως ἔνια 
καὶ ταὐτά. 

ΠΡΩ, Οὐκοῦν χρή. 
ΣΩ, Πῶς γὰρ ov; 

πειρώμεθα τιϑέμενοι. 
ΠΡΩ. Ποίαν δὴ λέγεις; 

τὴν δὲ γ᾽ ἀρχὴν αὐτοῦ διευλαβεῖσϑαι 

ΣΩ, Πάντα τὰ νῦν ὄντα ἐν τῷ παντὶ διχῇ διαλάβωμεν, 
μᾶλλον δ᾽, εἰ βούλει, τριχῆ. 

ΠΡΩ. Ke? 6 τι φράζοις ἄν. 

ῥᾳδίου] The best MSS. have ῥάδιον; 
but the μὲν after συχνοῦ appears to 
me conclusive in favour of the other 
reading. In the common text, we have 
ῥᾳδίον πάνυ τι viv. 

viv γὰρ δὴ «. 7. &] But the enquiry 
is no more difficult now than at any 
other time; whereas we want νῦν with 
φ. δ. “we must now begin a new ar- 
gument”. Because the misplaced πάνυ 
tt seemed an awkward desinence, some 
seribe brought the νῦν into the first 
sentence, and contrived xa as the be- 
ginning of the next. 

δεῖν [ἄλλης pyXavijs]] This is a sin- 
gular construction of δεῖν, at once with 
a genitive and an infinitive; it may be 
said that as the ἄλλη μηχανὴ consists 
in ἔχειν β. ξ., this is added by way of 
explanation. But is there any beauty 
or propriety in such a manner of writ- 
ing? Plato imitated the freedom, even 
the license, of common conversation, 

if you will. But is this tolerable even 
in common conversation, or is it the 
slipshod talk of uneducated men? Again 
we have another such pleasing negligence 
in βέλη ἕτερα τῶν ἔμπροσθεν λόγων. 

Πῶς γὰρ οὔ! This is given in the 
Books as the answer to Socrates. But 
Οὐχοῦν χρὴ is the answer, and Πῶς 
γὰρ ob; is Socrates’ assent. Χρὴ is 
the answer to δεῖν... πορευόμενον... 
ἔχειν, another proof of the spuriousness 
of ἄλλης μηχανῆς. 

διευλαβεῖσϑαι πειρώμεθα τιθέμενοι 

Β 

σ 

furnishes one of the editors with the - 
excuse for a learned note to shew that 
verbs and participles sometimes change 
hands. Surely it needed neither Hein- 
dorf ad Gorgiam, nor Schefer on Gre- 

gorius Corinthus, nor Seidler on tho 
Iphigenia in Tauris to shew that you 
can say either percurro ridens, or ridco 
percurrens. \t costs more effort διευ- 
λαβεῖσϑαι than τίϑεσθαι. 
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ΣΩ, AcBouer ἄττα τῶν νῦν δὴ λόγων. 
ΠΡΩ, Ποῖα; 

XQ. Τὸν ϑεὸν ἐλέγομέν που τὸ μὲν ἄσιειρον δεῖξαι τῶν 
»” 4 , , 

ὄντων, TO δὲ πέρας; 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ,. Τούτω δὴ τῶν εἰδῶν τὰ δύο τιϑώμεϑα, τὸ δὲ τρίτον 

ἐξ ἀμφοῖν τούτοιν ἕν τι ξυμμισγόμενον. εἰμὲ δ᾽, ὡς ἔοιχεν, 

ἐγὼ γελοῖός tig [ἵκίανος, τά τ᾽ εἴδη διιστὰς χαὶ συναριϑμού- 
μίξνος. 

ΠΡΩ. Ti φής, dyads; 
XQ. Τετάρτου μοι γένους αὖ τιροσδεῖν. 
ΠΡΩ. Aéye τίνος. 
ΣΩ. Τῆς ξυμμίξεως τούτων πρὸς ἄλληλα τὴν αἰτίαν ὅρα, 

χαὶ τίϑει μοι πρὸς τοῖς τρισὶν ἐχείνοις τέταρτον τοῦτο. 
ΠΡΩ. Méy οὖν σοι χαὶ πέμπτου προσδεήσει διάχρισίν 

tive δυναμένου; 

ἄπειρον . . πέρα5] It is evident that 
the πέρας and ἄπειρον of 16, c, are dif- 
ferent from those now brought forward. 
In the former case they express the 
indefinite multitude of the individuals 
and the definite number of species; in 
the latter, the unlimited nature of all 
quality and quantity in the abstract, 
and the definite proportions of the same 
in existing things.. But in both cases 
we find that the effect of the πέρας is 
analogous; that knowledge in dialectics 
and life in physics are the result of a 
certain limitation. 

πέρας] Heindorf and Schleiermacher 
are by no means to be followed in 
reading πέρας ἔχον. As Béckh rightly 
observes in his Philolaus, the opposite 
power to the ἄπειρον is not that which 
is limited, but that which limits. Un- 
less we keep πέρας here clear from 
the proposed addition, and cancel ἔχον 
in two subsequent places, we make non- 
sense of the whole disputation. 

Totrw δὴ τῶν εἰδῶν] I have adopted 
Stallbaum’s emendation, which the con- 
text makes necessary. ‘Let us lay 
down these two, as two of the Classes 
required.” But in the manifestly cor- 
rupt sentence which follows, something 
less weak and flat than γελοῖός τις, οὐχ. 

ἱχανῶς χατ᾽ εἴδη ὃ. is wanted. The 
Bodleian has ἱχανὸς τά τ' εἴδη. It is 
probable that in the archetypal MS. the 

text ran thus: TEAOIOC TICANOC, 
te. yerotds τις ἄνθρωπος, and that some 
seribe thought that in ICANOC he saw 
txavog. The other various reading " τά τ᾽ 
appears decidedly preferable to χατά, for 
he is endeavouring not to separate things 
according to their kinds, but to point 
out distinct kinds, and then to repeat 
the catalogue of them. On the whole 
there is little violence done to the 
oldest text, and nothing left unsaid or 
said improperly, in the reading: εἰμὶ 
δ᾽, ὡς, ἔοικεν, ἐγὼ γελοῖός τις ἄνθρω- 
πος, τά τ' εἴδη διϊστὰς χαὶ συναρι3. 

πρὸς τοῖς τρισίν] See Addenda. 
Μῶν οὖν] This question and the 

answer given to it are of importance, 
being introduced by Plato not only as 
an example of the care which is re- 
quisite in every dialectic process to 
leave no distinction unnoticed which 
may help towards a complete classifica- 
tion, but still more because it serves 
to bring out in its full significance the 
αἰτία τῆς ξυμμίξεως. Had this latter 
been a mere agent, one would expect 
the counter-agent to be also mentioned; 
but Socrates observing in his ironical 

slit. 
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ΣΩ, Teg ἄν' οὐ μὴν οἵἴμαί γ᾽ ἐν τῷ νῦν. ἐὰν δέ τι δέῃ, 
συγγνώσει. τεού μοι σὺ μεταδιώχοντει [γεέμτετον βίον]. E 

ΠΡΩ. Ti μήν; 

ΣΩ, Πρῶτον μὲν δὴ τῶν τεττάρων τὰ τρία διελόμενοι, τὰ 
ἢ , , 4 « ,’ » 4 ‘ 

dto τούτων see cama ζιολλὰ ee cid ened χαὶ διε- 

στιασμένγον ἰδόντες E εἰς ἕν σιάλιν ἑκάτερον συναγαγόντες, γοῆ- 

σαι πῇ ποτὲ ἦν αὐτῶν ἕν χαὶ σιολλὰ ἑκάψερον. ; 

TIP2. Εἴ ἔσει ἰχ᾽ ἃ 2. μοι σαφέστερον ἔτι περὶ αὐτῶν einoig, τάχ᾽ ἂν 

ἑποίμην. 
‘ a ~ τ 

32. Aéyw τοίνυν τὰ δύο, ἃ τιροτίϑεμαι, ταῦτ᾽ εἶναι ἅττερ 24 
- , x ‘ 2 s , ΡΣ « ys , 

viv δή, τὸ μὲν ἄτιειρον, τὸ δὲ πέρας [ἔχον]. ὅτι δὲ τρότον 
‘ Δ. , , U ‘ ‘ , 

τινὰ τὸ ἄπειρον στολλά ἐστι, στιειράσομαι φράζειν" τὸ δὲ πέρας 

“συ. 

[ἔχον] ἡμᾶς περιμεγέτω. 
ΠΡΩ. Μένει. 

ΣΩ, Σκέψαι δή. yoherdy μὲν γὰρ καὶ ἀμφισβητήσιμον 
a y 4. ~ ao , La ‘ ’ 

ὃ χελεύω Oe σχοπεῖν, ὅμως δὲ σχότιει. ϑερμοτέρου καὶ ψυχρο- 

τέρου σπτέρι τιρῶτον ὅρα πέρας 

manner, ‘that he does not think he shall 
want any such,’ prepares us to attach 
a higher) importance to the αἰτία than 
to anything yet spoken of. Nor indeed 
is there any εἶδος διάχρ ptoty τινα δυνά- 
μένον. For these ἄπειρα are represen- 
ted as forced into this conjunction with 
the πέρας, and kept so against their 
will. So that dissolution is not an 
act of the αἰτία but a consequence 
of its not acting. I have changed tr- 
νὸς into τινά, and further on, I have 
followed all later editors in bracketing 
βίον, which is clearly out of place; 
but it is probable that πέμπτον was 
added at the same time; at all events 
it is needless and worthless. 

τὰ τρία] More probably τὸ τρίτον ze. 
γένος: for the process is not to take 
three out of the four, and then two 
from those three; nor would διελόμενοι 
be the right word in such a sense as 
separating, but ἀπολαβόντες. ‘Such a 
roundabout way of getting at the first 
two is evidently unmeaning; but we 
are bidden to take the χοινόν, which 
is the third, and resolve it into its 
constituents, πέρας and ἄπειρον. And 
this is the simplest way of arriving at 
those two: for the instances of the 

εἴ που ἔσει νοῆσαι, ἢ τὸ μᾶλ- 

χοινὸν are found ἴῃ sensible objects, 
out of which we obtain by analysis the 
qualities which in) their own nature are 
More or Less, and the proportion which 
limits ‘and confines them. τὰ δύο τού- 
των, if the reading is correct, must be 
taken to mean the first and second of 
these γένη. We shall find lower down 
another striking instance of the cardinal 
and ordinal numbers being confused 
through their being expressed by the 
same compendia. πολλὰ ἐσχισμένον is 
like μέρη διαιρεῖν Polit. 283, Ὁ, and 
elsewhere. It is a variet, ty of the ac- 
cusative of effect, like ὑψηλὸν αἴρειν, 
βραχὺ συστέλλειν; σμικρὰ χαταχόπτειν 
&e 

πέρας [ἔχον] This expression both 
here, and two lines lower, is certainly 
faulty. Τὸ πέρας ἔχον is that’ ἄπειρον 
which has ceased to be such by being 
submitted to the πέρας; so that this 
description belongs properly to the third 
γένος. 

εἴ ποὺ] εἴ ποτέ τι νοήσαις ἄν is 
the reading of all the MSS., and 
followed by, I believe, all editors. 
Nothing can be more’ unsuitable than 
the use of the optative, or rather the 
conditional, where all that the speaker 
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B λόν τὲ χαὶ ἧττον ἐν αὐτοῖς οἰχοῦντε, τοῖς γένεσιν, ἕωσπερ ἂν 
ἐνοιχῆτον, τέλος οὐχ. ἐτειερέψετον γίγνεσθαι" γενομένης γὰρ τε- 

λευτῆς καὶ αὐτὼ τετελευτήχατον. 
ΠΡΩ, ᾿Αληϑέστατα δέχοιρ, 
32. κεὶ δέ γε, φρμέν; ἔν τε τῷ eter χαὶ τῷ ψυ- 

χροτέρῳ τὸ μᾶλλόν τε καὶ ἧττον ἔνι. 

ΠΡΩ,᾿ Καὶ μόλα. 
ΣΩ. ᾿Αεὶ τοίνυν 6 λόγος σημαίνει τούτω μὴ τέλος ἔχειν" 

ἀτελῆ, δ᾽ ὄντε δήπου :ταντάπασιν ἀπείρω γίγνεσϑον. 
ΠΡΩ. Kei σφόλεα γε, ὦ Σώχρατες. 

ΣΩ. 2AW εὖ 7°, ὦ φίλε Πρώταρχε, ὑπέλαβες, χαὶ ἀνέμνης 

σας μ᾽ ὕτι καὶ τὸ σφόδρα todd’, ὃ σὺ νῦν ἐφϑέγξω, καὶ τό γ᾽ 

ἠρέμα τὴν αὐτὴν δύναμιν ἔχετον τῷ μᾶλλόν τε καὶ ἧττον. ὕπτου 
γὰρ ἂν ἐνῆτον, οὐχ ἐᾶτον εἶναι ποσὸν ἕχαστον, ἀλλ᾽, ἀεὶ σφο- 
δρότερον ἣσυχαιτέρου. χαὶ τοὐναντίον ἑχάσταις mockeow ἐμ- 
ποιοῦντε, τὸ πλέον nai τὸ ἔλαττον ἀτιεργάζεσϑον, τὸ δὲ ποσὸν 

ἀφανίζετον. ὃ. γὰρ ἐλέχϑη νῦν δή, μὴ ἀφανίσαντε τὸ ποσόν, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἐάσαντε αὐτό τε χαὶ τὸ μέτριον ἐν τῇ τοῦ μᾶλλον nat 
ἧττον [χαὶ] σφόδρα χαὶ ἠρέμα ἕδρᾳ ἐγγενέσϑαι, αὐτὰ ἔρρει 
ταῦτα ἐκ τῆς αὑτῶν χώρας ἐν ἣ ἐνῆν. οὐ γὰρ ἔτι ϑερμότερον 
οὐδὲ ψυχρότερον εἴτην ἄν, λαβόντε τὸ ποσόν" προχωρεῖ γὰρ 

intends is, “tell me if you can discern.” 
The common copy from which our MSS. 
are derived was probably made by a 
scribe who had before him, EINOY 
ECTI NOHCAI, and as the Y looked 
very like Τ (with which it is con- 
tinually confounded) he thought he saw 
MOTE; and out of IIOTECTI he 
made ΠΟΤῈ ΤΙ. After this, vonoae 
would necessarily pass for an optative, 
and the sense would suggest the cor- 
rection. of γοήσαις ἄν. The same mood 
has been forced upon the next sentence’ 
through the prevailing habit among the 
later Greeks of confounding, (as indeed 
they still do), ¢ and a; so that the 
word would pass through the following 
changes: ἐπιτρ ἐψετον---ἐπιτρέψαιτον-- 
ἐπιτρεψαίτην Ων ἃ ἄν. A due considera- 
tion of ἕωσπερ ἂν ἐνοιχῆτον would have 
stopped the course of this corruption. 

οἰκοῦντε! This is Stallbaum’s correc- 
tion for οἴχουν. .The words τοῖς γένεσιν 

are not to be taken with ἐν αὐτοῖς, in 
the kinds themselves, which would be 
needlessly emphatieal, but with τέλος 
οὐχ ἐπιτρέψετον γίγνεσθαι, will not 
allow any bound to be fixed to the kinds 
(hotter and colder), as long as they re- 
side in them. 

αὐτώ) i¢., the More and the Less. 
ἀνέμνησας ¥) See Addenda. 
[καὶ]] He ,is no longer speaking of 

μᾶλλον χαὶ ἧττον in the abstract, but 
of a new instance of them in σφοδρέ- 
τερον χαὶ ἡσυχαίτερον, an expression 
which he here varies by μᾶλλον χαὶ 
ἧττον σφόδρα χαὶ ἠρέμα. 

λαβόντε τὸ ποσὸν] If they were to 
admit Quantity. As ay here = 
εἰ λάβοιεν, and not εἰ ἔλαβον, the 
optative εἴτην which rests on ἔτην in 
Bodl. and ἔστην in Ven. is better than 
ἤστην (Bekk. and Stallb.), which was 
conjectured by the scribe of the Vat. 
MS., who could make nothing οἵ ἔστην. 
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‘ 2 , , , Hilts ‘ BY , ς , xed οὐ μένει τό τε ϑερμότερον ἀεὶ χαὶ τὸ ψυχρότερον ὡσαύ- 

τως, τὸ δὲ ποσὸν ἔστη χαὶ προϊὸν ἐπαύσατο. χατὰ δὴ τοῦ- 
τον τὸν λόγον ἄπειρον γίγνοιτ᾽ ἂν τὸ ϑερμότερον χαὶ τοὐναν- 
τίον ἅμα. 

- bf 
ΠΡΩ. Φαίνεται γοῦν, ὦ Σώκρατες" ἔστι δ᾽, ὅπερ εἶπες, 

ov ῥάδια ταῦτα ξυνέπεσϑαι. τὸ δὲ εἰς αὖϑίς te χαὶ αὖϑις 
2 27 > »’ ~ ‘ s >» , .« ~ 

ἴσως [λεχϑέντα)] τόν © ἐρωτῶντα χαὶ τὸν ἐρωτώμενον ἱχανῶς E 
ἂν ξυμφωνοῦντας ἀποφήνειεν. 

32. 2A εὖ μὲν λέγεις, καὶ πειρατέον οὕτω ποιεῖν" νῦν 
μέντοι ἄϑρει τῆς τοῦ ἀπείρου φύσεως εἰ τοῦτο δεξόμεϑα on- 
μιδῖον, ἵνα μὴ πάντ᾽ ἐτεεξιόντες μηκύνωμεν. 

ΠΡΩ, Τὸ ποῖον δὴ λέγεις; 
᾿ - - z= 22. πόσ᾽ ἂν ἡμῖν φαίνηται μᾶλλόν τε χαὶ ἧττον γιγνό- 

‘ . , Νὰ Pe. , ‘ x , soa 

μενα, καὶ τὸ σφόδρα χαὶ ἠρέμα δεχόμενα zai τὸ λίαν χαὶ ὅσα 
- ~ ¢ ~ 

τοιαῦτα πάντα, εἰς τὸ τοῦ ἀττείρου γένος ὡς εἰς ἕν δεῖν πάντα 25 
~ , ‘ ‘ ” , a »” co 

ταῦτα τιϑέναι, χατὰ τὸν ἕμιπροσϑεν λόγον, ov ἔφαμεν, ὅσα 

διέσπασται καὶ διέσχισται συναγαγόντας χρῆναι κατὰ δύναμιν 
μίαν ἐπισημαίνεσϑαί τινα φύσιν, εἰ μέμνησαι. 

ΠΡΩ. Ἰϊέμνημαι. 

ΣΩ, Οὐχοῦν τὰ μὴ δεχόμενα ταῦτα, τούτων δὲ τἀναντία 
πάντα δεχόμενα, πιρῶτον μὲν τὸ ἴσον χαὶ ἰσότητα, μετὰ δὲ τὸ 

τὸ δὲ ποσὸν ἔστη καὶ προϊὸν ἐπαύ- 
σατο] But the So Much stood still, and 
ceased to advance,—namely, before it 
was expelled by μᾶλλον τε χαὶ ἧττον. 
This will account for the use of the 
Aorists. The difference between μᾶλλον 
χαὶ ἧττον and σφόδρα χαὶ ἠρέμα is not 
such as Stallbaum expresses in his 
paraphrase, ‘It is an Indefinite, not 
only extensively as to quantity, but also 
intensively as to quality; for the ex- 
ample chosen (of heat and cold) belongs 
much more properly to the latter. Be- 
sides, if quantity had been intended, 
he would have expressed that by πλέον 
χαὶ ἔλαττον. Intensity of degree is 
meant in both instances, but the dis- 
tinetion is marked by the speaker him- 
self, when he adds to one τοῖς γένεσιν, 

- and to the other ταῖς πράξεσιν. In the 
first ease the quality is looked upon as 
a state; in the second, as an immediate 
effect. τὸ ποσὸν is the limit of the 

former; τὸ μέτριον of the latter. 
τὸ δὲ εἰς αὖθίς τε καὶ αὖθις] The 

article which formerly gave me so much 
trouble is restored to its just rights by 
the expulsion of the word λεχϑέντα; 
for it gives to the words which follow 
it the nature of a subject. ‘Hereafter 
and Hereafter will bring us into unison.” 
He does not say τὸ αὖϑις, because this 
repetition is not to take place now, as is 
evident from the opposition viv μέντοι. 

δεῖν] For δεῖ I read δεῖν, which de- 
pends on λέγω, as implied in τὸ ποῖον 
δὴ λέγεις ; 

μίαν ἐπισημαίνεσθαί τινα φύσιν) 
To set upon them the seal of some one 
nature,—i.e., by giving them a generic 
name. We should have expected τού- 
τοις, but where two regimens occur 
together, as here συναγαγόντας and ἐπι- 
σημαίνεσθαι, the case of one or the 
other is suppressed. See Porson on 
Medea v. 734. 
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ἴσον τὸ διτιλάσιον χαὶ πιᾶν 6 τί περ ἂν πρὸς ἀριϑμὸν ἀριϑ- 
Β μὸς ἢ μέτρον ἢ πρὸς μέτρον, ταῦτα ξύμτιαντα εἰς τὸ πέρας 

ἀπολογιζόμενοι χαλῶς ἂν δοχοῖμεν δρᾶν τοῦτο; ἢ wag σὺ φής; 
TIP2. ΜΚαλλιστά γ᾽, ὦ Σώχρατες. 
ΣΩ, Εἶεν. τὸ δὲ τρίτον τὸ μιχτὸν ἐχ τούτοιν ἀμφοῖν τίνα 

ἰδέαν φήσομεν ἔχειν; 
ΠΡΩ, Σὺ καὶ ἐμοὶ φράσεις, ὡς οἶμαι. 
ΣΩ. Θεὸς μὲν οὖν, ἄν σπτέρ γ᾽ ἐμαῖς εὐχαῖς ἐπτήχοος γίγνη- 

ταί τις ϑεῶν. 

ΠΡΩ. Ἐἴὔχου δὴ καὶ σχόπει. 
ΣΩ, Σκοπῶ, καὶ μοι δοχεῖ τις, ὦ Πρώταρχε, αὐτῶν φίλος 

ἡμῖν νῦν δὴ γεγονέναι. ἱ 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς λέγεις τοῦτο; καὶ tint τεκμηρίῳ χρῇ; 
ΣΩ, Φράσω δῆλον ὅτι. σὺ δέ μοι συναχολούϑησον τῷ 

λόγῳ. 
ΠΡΩ, Aéye μόνον. 
ΣΩ. Θερμότερον ἐφϑεγγόμεϑα viv δή σού τι xed ψυχρό- 

τερον. ἢ γάρ; 
ΠΡΩ. Ναί. 
ΣΩ. Πρόσϑες δὴ ξηρότερον χαὶ ὑγρότερον αὐτοῖς, καὶ τελέον 

zai ἔλαττον, καὶ ϑᾶντον χαὶ βραδύτερον, καὶ μεῖζον καὶ σμε- 
χρότερον, χαὶ διιόσα ἐν τῷ πρόσϑεν τῆς τὸ μᾶλλόν τε χαὶ ἧτ- 
τὸν δεχομένης ἐτίϑεμεν [εἰς ἕν] φύσεως. 

ΠΡΩ. Tig τοῦ ἀπείρου λέγεις; 
ΣΩ, Ναί. συμμίγνυ δέ γε εἰς αὐτὴν τὸ μετὰ ταῦτα τὴν 

αὖ τοῦ πέρατος γένναν. 
ΠΡΩ. Ποίαν; ὃ 

ΣΩ, “Hy χαὶ viv δή, δέον ἡμᾶς, χαϑάπερ τὴν τοῦ ἀπείρου 
συνηγάγομεν εἰς ἕν, οὕτω xai τὴν τοῦ περατοειδοῦς συναγα- 

C 

D 

καὶ πᾶν 8 τί wep xk. τ. &] That is 
the triple, the quadruple, the third, the 
fourth, and so on with all multiples 
and all measures, whether in numbers 
or magnitudes. 

[els ἕν]] τιϑέναι εἰς ἕν “to place in a 
genus” is correct, and so likewise is 
τιϑέναι τί τινος φύσεως, “to declare 
anything as belonging to a certain na- 
ture.” But τιϑέναι te εἰς ἕν τινος φύ- 

cews is unexampled and inconceivable. 
Here again we have a specimen of 
that officious interference which has 
ruined so many texts. 

γένναν] Not Yiniti genus’ (Stallb.); 
a misconception which has led to 8 
wrong view of the whole passage, but 
the whole race or family, τὰ δεχόμενα 
τὸ πέρας. See the following notes. 
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γεῖν, [οὐ] συνηγάγομεν. ἀλλ᾽ ” ᾿ - fe , 
LOWS “QL νῦν ταῦτον δράσεις. 

[τούτων ἀμφοτέρων συναγομένων καταφανὴς χἀχείνη γενήσεται. 

[οὐ] συνηγάγομεν)] “It may be asked, 
was there not a sufficient συναγωγὴ 
above in Οὐχοῦν τὰ μὴ δεχόμενα χ. τ. ξ. ἢ 
or if not, in what is the definition which 
follows better than that former one? 
But this is not Plato’s meaning. The 
deficiency complained of is, that they 
had not made an enumeration of the 
things which contain the πέρας. For 
while we have πέρας corresponding to 
ἄπειρον, and ἴσον χαὶ διπλάσιον to μᾶλ- 
λον χαὶ ἧττον, σφόδρα καὶ ἠρέμα, and 
the jike, we have nothing to answer 
to ὑγρότερον χαὶ ξηρότερον and the 
other examples. These are supplied 
by Socrates further on in the passage 
beginning “Ap” οὐχ ἐν μὲν νόσοις. 1 
leave this note as I find it in the first 
Edition, but I have two serious ob- 
jections to, make toit. 1. The passage 
beginning *Ao’ οὐχ ἐν μὲν νόσοις regards 

_ the χοινὸν and not the πέρας, nor can 
any other enumeration of the πέρας 
in itself be given, except what occurs 
above in Οὐχοῦν τὰ μὴ δεχόμενα x. τ. Ey 
and immediately after this passage, in 
Τὴν τοῦ ἴσον xt. & 2. ταὐτὸν, 
whatever is added to it, implies that 
the thing has been done before. More- 
over, although, as a general rule, after 
δέον you expect a negative, this is the 
result of circumstances, and not in- 
volved in the nature of the word;, and 
it appears to me, that neither xu) nor 
viv διὴ is compatible with οὐ συνηγά- 
youeyv. “The very thing which we just 
now did’ is so natural, and “‘the very 
thing which we just now did not do” 
so much the reverse, that I have not 
hesitated to cancel ov. It is true that 
one of my reasons depends on a dis- 
puted passage, to the consideration of 
which I now pass. ταὐτὸν Spacer is 
interpreted by Stallbaum, “Gt will do 
as well.” His example is taken from 
Epist. 5, 322. ταὐτὸν δὴ οἶμαι δρᾶσαι 
ἄν χαὶ τὴν ἐμὴν ξυμβουλήν. But if 
any one will give himself the trouble 
to read the context, he will see that the 
sense required is this. “I offered no 
‘advice to my own people, because I 
“thought them incurable, and it was of 
“no use running into jeopardy where 

Platonis Philebus. 

“I could get none to listen. I suppose 
“any adviser would do the same by my 
“company: εἰ δόξαιμεν ἀνιατῶς ἔχειν, 
“he would leave us to our own de- 
“vices.” Of the passages quoted by 
Winckelmann, that from the Republic 
In τ-- ποιεῖ ταὐτὸν, δυσχινήτως ἔχει χαὶ 
δυσμαξϑῶς, needs no comment; that 
from Thucydides B. 2, οἴονται σφίσι 
χαὶ ἐν τῷ ναυτικῷ ποιήσειν τὸ αὐτὸ, 
would not be to the purpose even were 
it sound; but “Read, σφεῖς." “They 
think they will do as much by sea.” 
That in Thue. B. 7. ταὐτὸν ἤδη ἐποίει 
αὐτοῖς νιχᾶν τε μαχομένοις διὰ παντὸς 
χαὶ μηδὲ μάχεσθοι is very much to 
the purpose, and shews that an infinitive 
is the subject of the phrase in question, 
and that the phrase is (as one would 
expect) not ταὐτὸν Spacer, but ταὐτὸν 
ποιήσει. Another difficulty is presented 
by τούτων ἀμφ. συναγομένων χαταφανὴς 
χἀχείνη γενήσεται. Ti IPQ. Tlotay χαὶ 
πῶς λέγεις; LQ. Τὴν τοῦ ἴσου x. τ. &: 
for beyond all doubt χάχείνη refers to 
the third γέννα which they have been 
some time in quest of. But who could 
help taking ποίαν to refer to xéxetvy? 
and yet ποίαν is answered by Socrates 
as referring to the second. If the 
reader will look very closely into this 
matter, he will see that ἀμφοτέρων 
συναγομένων μ. x γ. is an interruption 
to the argument. ‘We have (or have 
not) already told over the members of 
the πέρας family. Let us do it again 
(or let us do so now).” What ought to 
follow? Most undoubtedly the question 
of Protarchus: ‘‘What do you mean by 
family ? and what family?” Then would 
follow the enumeration; ~but after this 
it is most surprising that Protarchus 
should answer:— ‘I understand: you 
mean, I suppose, that if we mix them, 
certain products will result’—. How 
could he say this, if something about 
this combination had not been mentioned 
after the description of the family 
itself? I think there cannot be any 
doubt that a clause has strayed from 
its place, and that we should restore 
it after ἀπεργάζεται, at the end of So- 
crates’ next speech. 

3 
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ΠΡΩ. Ποίαν χαὶ πῶς λέγεις; 

ΣΩ, Τὴν τοῦ ἴσου χαὶ διτιλασίου, καὶ διτόση “ταύει σιρὸς 
> ‘ 

E ἄλληλα τἀναντία διαφόρως ἔχοντα, σύμμετρα δὲ χαὶ σύμφωνα, 
Ἵ - > , > , , , γ , 

évdEion ἀριϑμόν, ἀπεργάζεται. (τούτων ὃ ἀμφοτέρων συγνα- 

γομένων χαταφανὴς χἀχείνη γενήσεται.) 
, ~ ~ ΠΡΩ. ανϑάνω" φαίνει γάρ μοι λέγειν, μιγνῦσι ταῦτα, 

γενέσεις τινὰς ἀφ᾽ ἑκάστων συμβαίνειν. 
32. Ὀρϑῶς γὰρ φαίνομαι. 
ΠΡΩ, Aéye τοίνυν. 

3: ? 4 
22. *AQ’ οὐκ ἐν μὲν νόσοις *** ἣ τούτων ὀρϑὴ κοινωνία 

τὴν ὑγιείας φύσιν ἐγέννησεν; νησὲν; 
ΠΡΩ. Παντάπασι μὲν οὖν. 
32. Ἐν δ᾽ ὀξεῖ χαὶ βαρεῖ καὶ ταχεῖ καὶ βραδεῖ, ἀπείροις. 

Τὴν τοῦ ἴσου] Socrates describes the 
πέρας family as, whatever puts an end 
to the contradiction in Opposites. For 
every Indefinite has two opposite ex- 
tremes, μᾶλλον χαὶ ἧττον, which being 
unlimited, and having no proportion in 
themselves, would be in continual con- 

tradiction, if they were not tempered 
and harmonized dy the agencies belong- 
ing to the class of πέοας, which effects 
this end by introducing in each case a 
suitable number or basis of proportion. 
He does not say τὸν ἀριϑμόν, for he is 
speaking of particulars. This doctrine 
of the power of Number as the ground 
both of things in themselves, and of 

our perception of them, is the chief 
characteristic of the Pythagorean School, 
from whom it was adopted by the 
semi-Pythagorean Epicharmus. Béckh 
has an ingenious remark that this basis 
of the Dorie Philosophy stands half 
way between the material groundwork 
of the Ionic School, and the intellectual 
principle of the Attic. See Extracts 
from the ‘Philolaus” in the Appendix. 

μιγνῦσι ταῦτα] The MSS. and Edd. 
have μιγνύς, an anacolouthon, where 
such a figure is a capricious violation 
of grammar, serving no purpose of 
clearness or emphasis. I have there- 
fore adopted the correction proposed 
by Klitsch. 

νόσοις] ‘The indefinite extremes of 
hot and cold, moist and dry, &e. 
τούτων and ταὐτὰ ταῦτα are the γέννα 
τοῦ πέρατος, instances of the Limit, not 

the πέρας and ἄπειρον, as Stallbaum 
supposes, for how can they be said to 
be ἐν τοῖς ἀπείροις or πέρας ἀπεργά- 
σασθαι On the other hand, we can 
say with perfect propriety that each 
limitative agent produces a Limit.” When 
I wrote the above, if any one had 
asked me why these Limits were not 
mentioned by name, I could not have 
answered him. But I now see by other 
certain signs that this defect is charge- 
able upon our present text, which is 
very different from that of Plato. When 
Schleiermacher met with ταὐτὰ ἐγγιγνό- 
μενα ταῦτα in the very next sentence, 
he was surprised that it was not rather 
αὕτη ἐγγιγνομένη, (sc. χοινωνία) and 
proposed a transposition, which would 
not have mended matters; for the pre- 
vious τούτων was still to be accounted 
for. But no one seems to have stumbled 
at the worst diffieulty ; namely that in 
ap’ οὐχ ἐν μὲν νόσοις, followed by 
Ἔν δ᾽ ὀξεῖ χαὶ βαρεῖ, x. τ. =, we 
have a most Iudicrous attempt at anti- 
thesis. The same remedy will allay 
both this perplexity, and that caused 
by τούτων. There is a lacuna in the 
text, where I have indicated one. This 
the reader can fill up for himself; but 
the substance of his supplement must 
be as follows: ἐν μὲν νόσοις (τὸ Sep- 
μὸν χαὶ τὸ ψυχρὸν, χαὶ τὸ ὑγρὸν χαὶ 
τὸ ξηρὸν ἐν ἀλλήλοις στασιάζετον, τὸ 
δὲ πσοὸν χαὶ τὸ μέτριον ὅ ὅταν ἐγγένη- 
ται,) ἧ τούτων — χοινωνία x. τ. E. 

ἮΝ δΐν 
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οὖσιν, ἄρ᾽ οὐ ταὐτὰ ἐγγιγνόμενα ταῦϑ᾽ ἅμα “τέρας τ᾽ ἀπειργά- 
σατο, χαὶ μουσικὴν ξύμττασαν + τελεώτατα ξυνεστήσατο; 

ΠΡΩ. άλιστά γε. 
ΣΩ. Καὶ μὴν ἔν γε χειμῶσι καὶ πνίγεσιν ἐγγενόμενα τὸ 

, ‘ , ow » , 4 > ΡΒ sa 

μὲν πολὺ λίαν χαὶ ἄπειρον ἀφείλετο, τὸ δ᾽ ἕμμετρον καὶ Guc 

σύμμετρον ἀπειργάσατο. 
ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 
ΣΩ. Οὐκοῦν ἐκ τούτων deat τε καὶ ὅσα χαλὰ wav? ἡμῖν 

γέγονε, τῶν τ᾽ ἀπείρων καὶ τῶν πέρας ἐχόντων συμμιχϑέντων; 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς δ᾽ οὔ; ᾿ 
ΣΩ. Καὶ ἄλλα δὴ μυρί᾽ ἐπιλείπτω λέγων, οἷον μεϑ᾽ ὑγιείας 

, ie: , : ~ 5 , o ‘ 
zahhog nai ἰσχύν, nai ἐν ψυχαῖς αὖ ττάμπολλα ἕτερα χαὶ 

σιάγχαλα. ὕβριν γάρ mov χαὶ ξύμπασαν πάντων πονηρίαν αὕτη 
κατιδοῦσα ἣ σὴ ϑεός, ὦ καλὲ Φίληβε, πέρας ἐχόντων ov 

ξύμπασαν τελεώτατα] I do not pro- 
fess to understand the force of either 
of these words. The first seems false 
in fact; for although all music arises 
from this source, each several com- 
bination does not produce all music. 
And again why ξύμπασαν, not ἅπασαν 
There is one use of ξύμπας which we 
often meet with in Plato; where, after 
speaking of a subordinate genus, he 
passes to a more comprehensive one: 
as for instance he would say τὴν ταχ- 
τυκὴν χαὶ τὴν στρατηγικὴν ξύμπασαν. 
(Compare below ; ὕβριν xa ξ. πονη- 
ρίαν.) As for τελεώτατα, that will sure- 
ly depend on the purity of the medium 
and the variety of the ποσά. But this 
attempering of flat and sharp, and swift 
and slow, produces effects on recitation 
also, and on movement. Thé?one good 
quality of all these is λειότης; and I 
venture to suggest, χαὶ μουσικὴν ξύμ- 
πασάν τε λειότητα. 
Μάλιστά ye] The best authenticated 

reading is Κάλλιστα ; but the continual 
confusion of the two words is known 
to all who are familiar with paleo- 

“graphy, and there cannot be a doubt 
whieh of the two is most Appropriate 
here. In Phedr. 263 c, for χαλὸν γοῦν 
ἄν, We must read μᾶλλον γοῦν av. A 
few pages further on, the Vatican MS. 
has χάλλιστα for μάλιστα, where the 
latter is obviously right. 

τῶν πέρας ἐχόντων is correct: the par- 

ticular proportions belong to the πέρας. 
Elsewhere they are called περατοε! δῆ. 

ὕβριν γάρ ποὺ] There seems no oc- 
easion for mov: it is not improbable 
that Plato wrote: yap ποτε. 
ἡ σὴ θεός] The notion that ἡ ϑεὸς 

is ἃ personification of the third γένος as 
ὀρθὴ χοινωνία is sufficiently refuted by 
the appeal to Philebus, which could 
only be made because his goddess was 
in question. It is so probable that σὴ 
was lost in consequence of its nearness 
to 1}, and it seems so necessary for 
the sense, that I have restored it con- 
jecturally. 
πέρας ἐχόντων οὔθ᾽ ἡδονῶν] πέρας 

οὔτε “ἡδονῶν οὐδὲν οὔτε πλησμονῶν ἐνὸν 
ἐν αὐτοῖς, νόμον χαὶ τάξιν πέρας ἐχόν- 
τῶν ἔϑετο. Such is the reading of the 
Bodleian and the two MSS. which 
mostly agree with it. It is utterly out 
of construction, and even Stallbaum ap- 
pears to be only half in earnest in de- 
fending it. The inferior copies have 
ἔχοντ᾽, which I regard as a conjecture, 
such as one often finds from the hands 
of the more recent scribes; nor are 
they always unfortunate ones. But of 
what use can ἔχοντε be to us? Law 
and order are the limit’ in this case, 
and can searcely be said to have it. 
I have therefore accepted ἐχόντων as 
right, but in its wrong place; that is 
omitted by accident, and then restored 
to a part of the text to which it did 

3* 

B 
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ἡδονῶν οὐδὲν οὔτε σπιλησμονῶν ἐνὸν ἐν αὑτοῖς, νόμον χαὶ τάξιν 
, Pls ‘ \ ‘ 2 ~ , Φι ον δι ‘ 3 Ο πέρας ἔϑετο" χαὶ σὺ μὲν ἀπτοχναῖσαί φῃς αὐτήν, ἐγὼ δὲ τοῦ-- 

γαντίον ἀποσῶσαι λέγω. ‘ > ¥ 4 ~ , 

σοὶ 0, ὦ Πρώταρχε, πῶς φαίνεται; 
5 ~ ΠΡΩ. Kai μάλα, ὦ Σώχρατες, ἔμοιγε κατὰ νοῦν. 

32. Οὐκοῦν τὰ μὲν δὴ τρία ταῦτ᾽ εἴρηκα, εἰ ξυννοεῖς. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿,41λ᾽ οἴμαι χατανοεῖν" Lal , , ~ 4 

ἕν μὲν γάρ μοι δοχεῖς τὸ 
»” , «“ \ ‘ , x , > - Σ , 
ἄπειρον λέγειν, ἕν δὲ χαὶ δεύτερον τὸ méQag ἐν τοῖς OvOL* τρί- 

tov δ᾽ οὐ σφόδρα χατέχω τί βούλει φράζειν. 
ΣΩ. 

D τρίτου γέννης. χαί tor σπολλά 
Τὸ γὰρ τιλῆϑός σε, ὦ ϑαυμάσιε, ἐξέπληξε τῆς τοῦ 

γε χαὶ τὸ ἄπειρον σιαρέσχετο 
[γένη], ὅμως δ᾽ ἐπισφραγισϑέντα τῷ τοῦ μᾶλλον καὶ ἐναντίου 
γένει ἕν ἐφάνη. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿“«ληϑῆ. 
SQ. Καὶ μὴν τό γε πέρας + οὔτε ττολλὰ εἶχεν, οὔτ᾽ ἐδυσχο- 

λαίνομεν ὡς οὐχ ἦν ἕν φύσει. 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ ἄν; 
ΣΩ. Οὐδαμῶς. ἀλλὰ τρίτον pad μὲ λέγειν, ἕν τοῦτο τι- 

ϑέντα, τὸ τούτων txyovoy ἅπταν, γένεσιν [εἰς] οὐσ[ Πὰν ἐκ τῶν 
μετὰ τοῦ πέρατος ἀπειργασμένων μέτρων. 

not belong, after the second πέρας in- 
stead of the first. 

ἀποκναῖσαι)] Plato uses this word in 
Rep. 406, B, for to enfeeble. In comedy 
it occurs in the sense of to bore to 
death. There is no evidence of its 
being ‘verbum palestricum,’ as Winckel- 
mann supposes; at least, not in the 
sense he intends by his paraphrase, 
‘Deam Voluptatem rationibus et argu- 
mentis tanquam ictibus percussam con- 
cidisse.’ The sense is, and you say 
that she has enfeebled them (πάντας), 
but I affirm that she has saved them. 
Though if we durst insert ἡμᾶς after 
αὐτὴν, the Ato te Aeacida ambiguity 
of the syntax, which has led more 
than one scholar a strange dance, 
would be removed by the order of the 
two accusatives. 

γέννης] The Books have γενέσεως, 
and one editor informs us that TAH IOC 
τῆς γενέσεως means at πολλαὶ γενέ- 
σεις. If so, πλῆϑος τοῦ ἀνθρώπου will 
be an equally elegant variation of οἱ 
πολλοὶ ἄνθρωποι. Till this is certain, 
it will be more prudent to take the 
word which has occurred so often, and 

always in the very same acceptation. 
[yévy]] This supplement, which I have 

put in brackets, is in the true style of 
the interpolator. 

οὔτε πολλὰ εἶχεν] This is a strange 
assertion after πέρας had been declared 
to contain ‘every possible relation of 
number to number and measure to 
measure,’ and the instances of it were 
said to be μυρία. I propose ὅτι for 
οὔτε, and οὔτοι ἐδ. for οὔτ᾽ ἐδ. 

γένεσι x. τ. &) “In order to un- 
adeetand this passage, it is again ne- 
cessary to observe the same kind of 
distinction as was made in the case of 
πέρας between the ἰσότης, ἡμίσυ, δι- 
πλοῦν, on the one side, and the in- 
stances of wt in Nature on the other. 
τὸ τούτων ἔχγονον ἅπαν, is here equi- 
valent to the instances; these are also 
included under the term γένεσις εἰς 
οὐσίαν, by which is implied that every 
existing thing arises from this combina- 
tion. They are said to arise ἐχ τῶν 
μέτρων, from the proportions, or pro- 
portionate quantities and degrees, ἀπειρ- 
γασμένων μετὰ τοῦ πέρατος, which are 
effected simultaneously with the πέρας : 
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TIP. Ἔμαϑον. 
XQ. ᾿Αλλὰ δὴ πρὸς τοῖς τρισὶ τέταρτόν τι τότ᾽ ἔφαμεν E 

b , , ΡΥ « , o ‘ ” ~ 
εἶναι γένος oxentéov. χοινὴ δ᾽ ἢ σχέψις" ὅρα γὰρ εἰ, σοι δοχεὶ 

ἀναγχαῖον εἶναι σπιάντα τὰ γιγνόμενα διά τιν᾽ αἰτίαν γίγνεσϑαι. 
ΠΡΩ. Ἔμοιγε" πῶς γὰρ ἂν χωρὶς [τούτου] γίγνοιτο; 

2 ~ c ~ ~ , wr x 2.-f SQ. Οὐκοῦν ἡ τοῦ ποιοῦντος φύσις οὐδὲν [σπλὴν ὀνόματι] 
- ΘΝ, , Ὶ ‘ ~ 4 ‘ ” > ~ ὌΝ yw 

τῆς αἰτίας διαφέρει, τὸ δὲ ποιοῦν καὶ TO αἴτιον ὀρϑῶς ἂν εἴη 

λεγόμενον [ἕν]; 
ΠΡΩ. Og ds. 
XQ. Καὶ μὴν τό ye ποιούμενον αὖ χαὶ τὸ γιγνόμενον ov- 27 

\ ‘ ree? ᾿ x ~ U , «Ὁ δὲν πλὴν ὀνόματι, χαϑάπερ τὸ νῦν On, διαφέρον εὑρήσομεν. 

ἢ πῶς; 
ΠΡΩ, Οὕτως. 

ΣΩ, “Ae οὖν ἡγεῖται μὲν τὸ πτοιοῦν ἀεὶ κατὰ φίσιν, τὸ 
A , > ~ / > , 

δὲ ποιούμενον ἐπαχολουϑεῖ, [γιγνόμενον] ἐχείνῳ; 

ΠΡΩ. πΠανύ γε. 
XQ. “Alho ἄρα χαὶ οὐ ταὐτὸν αἰτία τ᾽ ἐστὶ καὶ τὸ δου- 

λεῖον εἰς γένεσιν αἰτίᾳ. 

(Proportion in the abstract), for as soon 
as ever the πέρας enters into anything, 
its properties immediately receive their 
due proportion. The whole passage 
may therefore be translated ,— But 
understand me to mean by the third 
kind the whole produce of these tivo, 
considering all such produce as one, as 
@ coming into being, derived from the 
proportions produced along with the 
Timit.” On looking over this old note, 
I feel but one misgiving; and that is 
as to my implied approval of the words 
γένεσιν εἰς οὐσίαν. As every γένεσις 
must be εἷς οὐσίαν, understanding οὐ- 
σία in a lower sense as ἃ γεγενημένη 
ovata, (see inf. 27, 8), the redundancy 
is in itself suspicious ; but this suspicion 
becomes still more serious, when we 
reflect that according to Greek usage 
this kind of apposition would be con- 
nected by a participle; for it is not a 
description appended, but a reason for 
the previous name. ἔχγονον γένεσιν dv 
would of course by attraction become 
ἔ. γένεσιν οὖσαν. 

πρὸς τοῖς τρισί] τοῖς has been at last 
inserted before τρισί, invitis codictbus. 

χωρὶς [robrov]] The attempts to de- 

fend τούτου are conclusive against it, 
χωρὶς is used adverbially, ut seacentiens. 

ὀρθῶς ἂν εἴη λεγόμενον [év]] The 
sentence which ends thus, consists of 
two parts, the first in which Cause and 
that which makes are affirmed to have 
no difference as to nature, and the 
second in which the two names are 
said to be convertible. The first has 
been confused with the second by the 
intrusion of πλὴν ὀνόματι, borrowed 
from below. This makes Plato say, 
“that there is no difference in their 
essence, except their name ;” which is 
like saying, there is no difference in 
their stature, except their complexion. 
The second part is made ungrammatical 
by the intrusion of ἕν; for if τὸ ποιοῦν 
and τὸ αἴτιον are both of them sub- 
jects, λεγόμενα is indispensable. But 
what a clumsy way of saying, “that 
you can apply either name indifferent- 
ly” is this? ‘The Maker and the Cause 
would rightly be called one.” Nor can 
λεγόμενον ἂν εἴη be used for λέγοιτ᾽ ἂν 
with ἕν or with any name we may apply 
occasionally, but only where some de- 
claration of a name to be permanently 
borne henceforth is intended, 
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πΡῶ. Τί μήν; 
XQ. Οὐχοῦν τὰ μὲν γιγνόμενα καὶ ἐξ ὧν γίγνεται πάντα 

τὰ τρία παρέσχετο Tuiv γένη; 
ΠΡΩ, Kei μάλα. 
XQ. Τὸ δὲ δὴ τιάντα ταῦτα δημιουργοῦν λέγωμεν τέταρ- 

τον, [τὴν αἰτίαν, ὡς Ἱχανῶς ἕτερον ὃν ἐχείνων δεδηλωμένον. 
ΠΡΩ. έγωμεν" ἕτερον γὰρ οὖν. 
ΣΩ. Ὀρϑῶς μὴν ἔχει, διωρισμένων τῶν τεττάρων, ἑνὸς 

ἑχάστου μνήμης ἕνεχα ἐφεξῆς αὐτὰ χαταριϑμήσασϑαι. 

ΠΡΩ. Ti μήν; 

XQ. Πρῶτον μὲν τοίνυν ἄπειρον λέγω, δεύτερον δὲ τυέρας, 
ἔπειτ᾽ ἐκ τούτων τρίτον μιχτὴν καὶ γεγενημένην οὐσίαν" τὴν δὲ 
τῆς μίξεως αἰτίαν nai γενέσεως τετάρτην λέγων ἄρα μὴ τελημε-᾿ 

C μελοίην ἄν τι; 
ΠΡΩ. Καὶ nis} 

[τὴν αἰτίαν, ὡς ik. ἕτερον ie See 
Addenda. 

ἕτερον yap οὖν] The inferior ‘Mss. 
have Λέγωμεν γὰρ οὖν. Stallbaum, who 
is always haunted by a perverse sus- 
picion that the older MSS. are full of 
grammatical corrections (a fact notori- 
ously truer of the recent copies), pre- 
fers the latter, and asserts that yao 
οὖν is better suited to λέγωμεν than 
to ἕτερον. But if λέγωμεν means any- 
thing, it means βούλει λέγωμεν (it could 
not be used for λέγειν ἡμῖν eeort), and 
is therefore a proposal; and γὰρ οὖν is 
not, and cannot be, used in the assent to 
a proposal; whereas in the admission of 
a thing proved, nothing is more common. 
The drift of the whole argument con- 
firms the correctness of the Bodleian 
ἕτερον. ποιοῦν precedes, ποιούμενον 
follows, but ποιοῦνεεεαἰτία and ποιού- 
μενονετεδουλεῦον x. τ. & Therefore αἷ- 
tia and δουλεῦον are different. Now 
our first three Classes belonged to the 
ποιούμεναςε:γιγνόμενα, or their elements, 
and as ποιοῦν is different from these, 
it has a right to a separate (fourth) 
Class. (Strictly speaking only one Class, 
the third, is γιγνόμενον, aud for that 

reason he uses the expression δουλεῦον 
εἰς γένεσιν αἰτίᾳ, in order to include 
the first and second, and in like manner 
he speaks of τὰ γιγνόμενα καὶ ἐξ ὧν 
γίγνεται.) The distinctness then of Cause 

from the other three Classes is that on 
which the whole stress of the sentence 
falls. But it was not necessary to 
change λέγωμεν into λέγομεν. 1 did 
so, because the rules of dialogue are 
very strictly observed by Plato, and 
therefore Protarchus would have to 
answer to λέγωμεν. But why should 
he not answer to both that and ἕτερον, 
by the , #doption of both readings? For 
γὰρ οὖν compare in this Dialogue 14, 
B. 16; B. 17, ο. 30, c, D. 32, c. 
apa μὴ πλημμελοίην] The Bodleian 

and its two followers have no wx. But 
as it is easier to account for its 
omission in some copies than for its 
interpolation in others, there is primd 
JSacie evidence in its favour; for, al- 
though μή 
common forms of interrogation among 
the lower Greeks, ἄρα μὴ is a col- 
loquial Atticism, of which they could 
know nothing save from books. The 
following passages will shew the manner 
in which this form of interrogation is 
used, and that it is employed alike 
where the speaker is uncertain of the 
answer, and where he merely demands 
an assent on which he has a right to 
reckon: Phedo 64, ὁ (twice) and Par- 
menides 163, c (in these instances ἄλλο 
tt makes the question negative) Phedo 
103, c. Crito 44, ©. Charmides 174, A. 

and μή ποτε are very — 

ii 
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22. Φέρε δή, τὸ μετὰ τοῦϑ᾽ ἡμῖν τίς ὃ λόγος; χαὶ τί 
wove βουληϑέντες εἰς ταῦτ᾽ ἀφιχόμεϑα; ἄρ᾽ οὐ τόδ᾽ ἦν; δευ- 
τερεῖα ἐζητοῦμεν “τότερον ἡδονῆς γίγνοιτ᾽ [ἂν] ἢ φρονήσεως. 
οὐχ οὕτως ἦν; 

ΠΡΩ, Οὕτω μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ, “AQ? οὖν νῦν, ἐπειδὴ ταῦϑ'᾽ οὕτω διειλόμεϑα, κάλλιον 

ἂν χαὶ τὴν κρίσιν ἐπιτελεσαίμεϑα πρώτου mégu καὶ δευτέρου, 
neg ὧν δὴ τὸ τιρῶτον ἠμφισβητήσαμεν; 

ΠΡΩ. Ἴσως. 

ΣΩ, "Td δή, νικῶντα μὴν ἔϑεμέν σπου τὸν μιχτὸν βίον 

D 

ἡδονῆς τε χαὶ φρονήσεως. 

ΠΡΩ. Ἦν. 

ἦν οὕτως; 

ΣΩ, Οὐχοῦν τοῦτον μὲν τὸν βίον ὁρῶμέν που τίς τέ ἐστι 
nai ὁποίου γένους. 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ οὔ; 
ἫΝ .- ΣΩ, Καὶ μέρος γ᾽ αὐτὸν φήσομεν εἶναι, τοῦ τρίτου, οἶμαι, 

΄, > \ ~ ~ > ‘ BY ἘΠ Δ > AY ω 
γένους. οὐ γὰρ δυοῖν τινοῖν ἐστὶ μιχτὸν ἐχεῖνο, ἀλλὰ ξυμπαν- 

- > ~ ’ ΨῊΨ - c τῶν τῶν ἀπείρων ὑπὸ τοῦ πέρατος δεδεμένων, ὥστ᾽ ὀρϑῶς ὃ 
τ > γιχηφόρος οὗτος βίος μέρος ἐχείνου γίγνοιτ᾽ ἄν. 

ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑότατα μὲν οὖν. 
ὦ Φίληβε, ἡδὺς καὶ ἄμιχτος wr; ΣΩ, Elev. τί δ᾽ 6 σός, 

» , , ~ , ,ὔ , > ~ »” , ἐν τίνι γένει τῶν εἰρημένων λεγόμενος ὀρϑῶς ἄν στοτε λέγοιτο; 
ὧδε δ᾽ ἀπόχριναί μοι πρὶν ἀποφήνασϑαι. 

γίγνοιτ᾽ As the direct question is 
not, “to whom zould the second prize 

belong” but, “to whom does it, 7 (πό- 
τερον ἡδονῆς γίγνεται ἢ φρονήσεως :) 
the dependent question should take the 
optative without dy. I have accordingly 
expelled ἄν, invitis codicibus. 

μικτὸν ἐκεῖνο] As the whole γένος is 
meant, of which the βίος is a part, it 
is plain that the common reading, px 
τὸς ἐχεῖνος, is a blunder of the copyist. 
The correction was long ago proposed 
by Schiitz. It may be objected : If all 
mixtures belong to the χοινὸν γένος, 
of course the μιχτὸς βίος does so: but, 
as Socrates has only shewn that the xor- 
νὸν γένος contains all mixtures of a par- 

ticular kind, namely τῶν ἀπείρων ὑπὸ 
νοῦ πέρατος δεδεμένων, unless he can 
first, shew that this βίος is compounded 
of ἄπειρον and πέρας, his case is not 

proved,’ The answer to this objection 
is, that the fourfold division professes 
to be exhaustive; there are no other 
elements in any mixed thing, than these 
two: consequently, if any thing is found 
mixed, we may at once conclude that 
it is compounded of ἄπειρον and πέρας. 
But later on, though we learn that 
ἡδονὴ is of the ἄπειρα, νοῦς is declared 
to be of close kin to αἰτία, the fourth 
Class. To this apparent contradiction 
I make answer that νοῦς has more than 

one relation to τὰ γιγνόμενα. In that 
it blends with the qualities of matter, 
and appears as consciousness, it is πέ- 
ρας; in that it controls and adapts 
matter to its ends, it appears as σοφία, 
and as such resembles the σοφία of the 
Universal νοῦς, which is αἰτία. This 
remark will prepare the reader for the 
next turn in the dialogue. 

E 
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Ol. Aéye μόνον. 
32. Ἡδονὴ χαὶ λύπη πέρας ἔχετον; ἢ τῶν τὸ μᾶλλόν τὸ 

χαὶ ἧττον δεχομένων ἐστόν; 
ΦΙ. Ναί, τῶν τὸ μᾶλλον, ὦ Σώχρατες" ov γὰρ ἂν ἡδονὴ 

πανάγαϑον ἦν, εἰ μὴ ἄπειρον ἐτύγχανε πεφυχὸς χαὶ :ελήϑει 
nat τῷ μᾶλλον. 

32. Οὐδέ γ᾽ ἄν, ὦ Φίληβε, λύπη πάγκαχον: ὥστ᾽ ἄλλο 
τι νῷν ὑσχεπτέον ἢ τὴν τοῦ ἀπείρου φύσιν, ὡς παρέχεταί τι 
μέρος ταῖς ἡδοναῖς ἀγαϑοῦ. τοῦτο δέ σοι τῶν ἀπεράντων γε- 
γογὸς ἔστω. φρόνησιν δὲ καὶ ἐπιστήμην καὶ νοῦν εἰς τί στοτε 
τῶν προειρημένων, ὦ Πρώταρχέ τε καὶ Φίληβε, νῦν ϑέντες οὐκ 
ἂν ἀσεβοῖμεν; ov γάρ μοι δοχεῖ σμιχρὸς ἡμῖν εἶναι ὃ κίνδυνος 
χατορϑώσασι χαὶ μὴ περὶ τὸ νῦν ἐρωτώμενον. 

28 

Β OL Σεμνύνεις γάρ, ὦ Σώχρατες, τὸν σεαυτοῦ ϑεόν. 
ΣΩ, Καὶ γὰρ σύ, ὦ ἑταῖρε, τὴν σαυτοῦ" τὸ δ᾽ ἐρωτώμε- 
a c ~ , 

γον ὅμως ἡμῖν λεχτέον. 

ΠΡΩ, Ὀρϑῶς τοι λέγει Σωχράτης, ὦ Φίληβε, καὶ αὐτῷ 
πειστέον. 

ΦΙ. Οὐχοῦν ὑπὲρ ἐμοῦ σύ, Πρώταρχε, προήρησαι λέγειν; 

πανάγαθον)] πᾶν ἀγαϑὸν is the read- 
ing of the MSS. But whether this be 
taken, like n&¢ ἄναγνος in Soph. Gd. R. 
823, as good throughout, or as being 
all- the good that is in the world, and 
therefore the only good, neither of these 
facts would prove that it was without 
limit; for it might be all good so far 
as it went, and yet not go very far, 
or it might have an exclusive title to 
the name, and yet be ὀλίγον te φίλον 
te. Nothing therefore can be truer or 
more necessary than Bekker’s cor- 
rections, πανάγαϑον and πάγχαχον. In 
Philebus’ creed ἡδονὴ is simply the 
very best and λύπη the very worst 
thing. 

Οὐδέ γ᾽ ἄν, ὦ Φ.] Socrates’ just and 
ingenious retort supplies the omission 
in Philebus’ answer, and brings us to 
the twofold conclusion that pleasure 
and pain are in their own nature 
without limit, and that this want of a 
limit, since it admits pain as well as 
pleasure, the supposed evil as well as 
the supposed good, cannot be that in 
which the good of pleasure consists, 

for as it is alike the condition of both 
opposites, it cannot belong to either of 
them to the exclusion of the other. 

σκεπτέον .. ὡς] Some Editors have 
changed ὡς into 6 without authority. 
If σχεπτέον could be used in the sense 
of “we must look for”, this would have 
been a plausible change. But this sense 
it cannot have; and therefore the sus- 
picion falls upon σχεπτέον itself. It is 
possible that λεχτέον or ὑποληπτέον is 
the right reading, either of which would 
require ὡς. 

τοῦτο δέ] The MSS. have τούτων δή. 
τούτων is a blunder due to τῶν ἀπε- 
ράντων. I have substituted δὲ for δή, 
because we need the conjunction to op- 
pose τοῦτο to ἄλλο τι. γεγονὸς ἔστω is 
somewhat unusual for ὡμολογήσϑω εἶναι. 

ὦ Φίληβεῖ The accidental omission of 
these words in the Bodleian, has sup- 
plied Stallbaum with another confirma- 
tion of his strange theory that the 
better MSS. have undergone the re- 
vision of fastidious critics, Fastidious 
critics in the eleventh century must 
have been rare aves. 
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ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ γε" νῦν μέντοι σχεδὸν ἀπορῶ, καὶ δέομαί γ᾽, 

ὦ Σώχρατες, αὐτόν σε ἡμῖν γενέσϑαι προφήτην, [ἵνα] μὴ δὴ 

ἡμεῖς σοι περὶ τὸν ἀγωνιστὴν ἐξαμαρτάνοντες παρὰ μέλος 
φϑεγξώμεϑαά τι. ᾿ 

ΣΩ, Πειστέον, ὦ Πρώταρχε' οὐδὲ γὰρ χαλεπὸν οὐδὲν ἐσει-- 
τάττεις. ἀλλ᾽ Ὄντως σε ἐγώ, χαϑάπερ εἶπε Φίληβος, σεμνύ- 
γων [ἐν τῷ παίζειν] ἐθορύβησα, νοῦν καὶ ἐπιστήμην ἐρόμενος 

ὁποίου γένους εἶεν. 
ΠΡΩ. Παντάπασί γ᾽, ὦ Σώχρατες. 
ΣΩ. ᾿Αλλὰ μὴν ῥάδιον. πάντες γὰρ συμφωνοῦσιν ot σο- 

φοί, ξαυτοὺς ὄντως σεμνύνοντες, ὡς νοῦς ἐστὶ βασιλεὺς ἡμῖν 

οὐρανοῦ τε χαὶ γῆς. καὶ ἴσως εὖ λέγουσι. διὰ μαχροτέρων δ᾽, 
εἰ βούλει, τὴν σκέψιν αὐτοῦ τοῦ γένους ποιησώμεϑα. 

TIP2. Aéy ὅπως βούλει, μηδὲν μῆχος tiv ὑπολογιζό- D 
μενος, ὦ Σώχρατες, ὡς οὐχ ἀπεχϑησόμενος. 

ΣΩ. Καλῶς εἶπες. ἀρξώμεϑα δέ πως ὧδ᾽ ἐπανερωτῶντες. 

ΠΡΩ, Πῶς; 

ΣΩ, Πότερον, ὦ Πρώταρχε, τὰ ξύμπαντα χαὶ τόδε τὸ 
καλούμενον ὅλον ἐπιτροπεύειν φῶμεν τὴν τοῦ ἀλόγου καὶ εἰχῇ 

΄ Ν a, cf »” > 

δύναμιν χαὶ TO ὕπῃ ἔτυχεν ἢ τἀναντία, καϑάπερ οἵ πρόσϑεν 
ἡμῶν ἔλεγον, νοῦν καὶ φρόνησίν τινα ϑαυμαστὴν συντάττουσαν 

διαχυβερνᾶν; 

σ 

ΠΡΩ. Οὐδὲν τῶν αὐτῶν, ὦ ϑαυμάσιε Σώχρατες, ὃ μὲν E 

[ἵνα] μὴ δὴ... φθ. τι) The MSS. 
have ta μηδέν. This μηδὲν must be- 
long to φϑεγξώμεϑθα, because pdtv 
ἐξαμαρτάνοντες would be the very con- 
trary of that which he dreads. But 
μηδὲν and tt are incompatible, ex- 
cept in the combined form μηδ᾽ ἕν τι, 
which is foreign to our purpose. The 
most probable correction seems to be 
[ta] μὴ δή, tya having been supplied 
after μὴ δὴ was corrupted. ta δὴ 
and μὴ δὴ are used where the person 
addressed is appealed to as to the 
reasonable nature of the thing expected 
or feared. 

Πειστέον x. τ. é] The connection of 
the clauses is this. “You thought it 
difficult, because I frightened you.”— 
“You certainly did.”—‘“Nay but it is 
easy.” Ihave therefore removed the sign 

of interrogation after εἶεν. The words ἐν 
τῷ παίζειν are very suspicious. They 
explain what might be left to the in- 
telligence of the hearer, and force 
σεμνύνων to stand alone, whereas σεμνύ- 
νων ἐθορύβησα, νοῦν καὶ ἐπιστήμην ἐρό- 
μενος is not a very violent displacement 
of the natural-order, and any reader 
will see why it is made. 

ὑπολογιζόμενος] This is properly a 
term of book-keeping, and is used of 
anything.which we set against the ac- 
count of profit, such as χίνδυνος, πό- 
νος &e. ἀπεχϑάνομαι, 1 give offence. 

Οὐδὲν τῶν αὐτῶν] When Socrates 
offers to Protarchus the alternative be- 
lief either in capricious and hap-hazard 
power, and mere accident, as that which 
has the universe in its keeping, or in 
mind and marvellous intelligence, as 
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ἐν ἀρχῇ σὺ νῦν δὴ ἔλεγες, οὐδ᾽ ὅσιον εἶναί μοι φαίνεται" τὸ 
δὲ νοῦν πάντα διαχοσμεῖν αὐτὰ φάναι χαὶ τῆς ὕψεως τοῦ χό- 
σμου χαὶ ἡλίου χαὶ σελήνης χαὶ ἀστέρων χαὶ τιάσης τῆς πέερι-- 
φορᾶς ἄξιον, καὶ οὐχ ἄλλως ἔγωγ᾽ ἄν ποτε regi αὐτῶν εἴποιμι 

> 

οὐδ᾽ ἂν δοξάσαιμι. 
SQ. Βούλει δῆτ᾽ ἔτι καὶ ἡμεῖς τοῖς ἔμπροσϑεν [ὅμολο- 

29 γούμενον] ξυμφῶμεν, ὡς ταῦϑ᾽ 
co 2 ‘ ‘ , 77 

οὕτως EXEL, χαὶ μὴ μόνον OLW- 

μεϑα δεῖν τἀλλότρια ἄνευ κινδύνου λέγειν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ovymr- 
δυγεύωμεν καὶ μετέχωμεν τοῦ ψόγου, ὅταν ἀνὴρ δεινὸς φῇ ταῦτα 

‘ o »” > > , 2. 

μὴ οὕτως ἀλλ΄ ἁτάχτως ἔχειν; 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ οὐκ ἂν βουλοίμην; 

that which arranges and regulates it, we 
expect Protarchus to reject the former, 
and approve the latter supposition. Now 
Οὐδὲν τῶν αὐτῶν is a most complete 
rejection, and so is οὐδ᾽ ὅσιον εἶναί μοι 
φαίνεται; but there is in the received 
text a fatal want of distinctness as to 
what he rejects; for Οὐδὲν τῶν αὐτῶν 
is left by itself, and οὐδ᾽ ὅσιον is pre- 
dicated of ¢.. σὺ .. λέγεις. This shews 
that the copyists cannot have done 
their duty. The difference of the read- 
ings is remarkable. Bodl. ¢ μὲν γὰρ 
σὺ νῦν δὴ λέγεις: Coisl. ὃ μὲν γὰρ σὺ 
νῦν λέγεις: Eusebius, ὃ μὲν γὰρ δὴ 
σὺ λέγεις. -It will be seen that they 
all three concur in μὲν γάρ, which is the 
source of all the difficulty, But Euse- 
bius’ MENT'APAH I take to have been 
the first deflection from the true read- 
ing MENENAPXHk, and the νῦν δὴ 
of the best MS. will justify the change 
of λέγεις into ἔλεγες. Οὐδὲν τῶν av- 
τῶν is properly, Nothing like, and is so 
used by Isocrates. 270 init. (Steph.) 
277 med. 279 med. 241 extr. (tt τῶν 
αὐτῶν) and περὶ “Avt. p. 302. Lips. 
1825. We may here render it by Nothing 
of the kind, or Nothing like the fact. 

Βούλει δῆτ᾽ ἔτι καὶ qpcts] Do you 
wish, then, that we also should agree in 
affirming that which is professed by 
the ancients before mentioned? 1 have 
changed Sata tt into δῆτ᾽ ἔτι; τι, 
which the inferior MSS. omit, is quite 
foreign to the sentence, while ἔτι χαὶ 
in this sense is of continual occurrence 
in Plato and other writers. 

[ὁμολογούμενον}] The MSS. generally 
agree in this reading. Schleiermacher 

reads ὁμολογούμενα, some worthless 
copies ὁμολογουμένοις. But if we ad- 
opt -μξνα or -uzvoy, we must have the 
article, and the perfect is more correct, 
as Theodoret quotes it, ὡμολογημένοις: 
and lastly, whether Anaxagoras be meant, 
or, as I suspect, some older, seer or 
poet, it is not proper to speak of the 
first expounders of a dogma as ὁμολο- 
yoovtas. Some one may propose ὁμο- 
hoyoupevor, agreeing with, but this is 
said of things that agree, not of per- 
sons. It is wonderful that no one has 
seen that ξύμφημι is followed by a 
dative in its own right, and that ὁμο- 
λογεῖν, in whatever form you use it, 
introduces either a tautology or a red- 
undancy. 

ξυμφῶμεν] MSS. give ξυμφήσωμεν. 
It is true we have ξυνέφησςε μόγις, Rep. 
242, Ἑ, and in Sophist. 236, p, πρὲς τὸ 
ταχὺ ξυμφῆσαι--- ας as to the first ex- 
ample, we have ξυνέφη both preceding 
and following it, and as to the second, 
the whole clause is an interpolation. In 
Timeus 72, Ὁ, ξυμφήσαντος may be de- 
fended on the ground that the God 
does not simply assent to their doctrine, 
but reasserts it with higher authority. 
Where assertion is intended, we find 
the form ἔφησα, so that practically it 
is an aorist of φάσχω, but for this 
very reason ξύμφημι would seldom 
want any such inflexion. ξυμφῶμεν in 
this place is to be looked upon as a 
present tense, like οἰώμεθα, ξυγχινδυ- 
γεύωμεν, μετέχωμεν. 

τἀλλότρια ἄνευ κινδύνου λέγειν] This 
is evidently a proverbial phrase, slight- 
ly changed, probably from ἔγ ειν. 
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ΣΩ, "Te δή, τὸν ἐπιόντα περὶ τούτων νῦν ἡμῖν λόγον 
aoe. 

ΠΡΩ. Aéye μόνον. 
ΣΩ. Τὰ περὶ τὴν τῶν σωμάτων φύσιν ἁπάντων τῶν ζώων, 

πῦρ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ πνεῦμα, καϑορῶμέν που, καὶ γῆν, καϑάτιερ B 
οἱ χειμαζόμενοί φασιν [, ἐνόντα ἐν τῇ συστάσει]. 

ΠΡΩ, Καὶ μάλα" χειμαζόμεϑα γὰρ brews ὑπ᾽ ἀπορίας ἐν 
τοῖς νῦν λόγοις. 

32. Φέρε δή, περὶ ἑκάστου τῶν παρ᾽ ἡμῖν λαβὲ τὸ 
τοιόνδε. 

ΠΡΩ. 

ΣΩ, Ὅτι σμικρόν ve [τούτων ἕχαστον wag? ἡμῖν] ἔνεστι 
nai φαῦλον, [χαὶ] οὐδαμῇ οὐδαμῶς εἰλικρινὲς Ov, καὶ τὴν δύ- φαῦλον, μῇ οὐδαμῶς εἰλιχρινὲς by, χαὶ τὴ 
γαμιν οὐχ ἀξίαν τῆς φύσεως ἔχον. ἐν evi δὲ λαβὼν περὶ πάν- t i 9 

> r ~ > ~ > 

τῶν νόει. ταὐτόν. οἷον mig μὲν ἔστι τίου wag’ ἡμῖν, ἔστι ὃ 

Ποῖον; 

ἐν τῷ παντί. 
ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 
22. Οὐκοῦν σμιχρὸν μέν 

> - τι τὸ παρ᾽ hiv nai ἀσϑενὲς 
nai φαῦλον, τὸ δ᾽ ἐν τῷ marci τιλήϑει ve ϑαυμαστὸν καὶ κάλ- 
λει καὶ πιάσῃ δυνάμει. τῇ περὶ τὸ nite οὔση. 

ΠΡΩ, Καὶ μάλ᾽ ἀληϑὲς ὃ λέγεις. 
ΣΩ. Τί δέ; τρέφεται καὶ γίγνεται [ἐκ τούτου] χαὶ ἄρχεται 

~ ~ ~ > - 

τὸ τοῦ παντὸς πῦρ ὑπὸ τοῦ wag’ ἡμῖν πυρός; 
> » ~ 

im ἐχείνου τό τ᾽ ἐμὸν xai-vd σὸν καὶ τὸ τῶν 
« >» ~ 
αἀπαντ LOXEL THUTA; 

[ἐνόντα ἐν τῇ συστάσει] If this means 
the σύστασις of our bodies, it is an 
idle repetition; if of the Universe, it 
comes too soon. The question is, not 
whether we see the Elements in com- 
position, but whether we see them at 
all; that they are περὶ τὴν τῶν σωμάτων 
φύσιν is assumed as the general belief. 
He argues from the elements παρ᾽ ἡμῖν 
which we do see, to the same elements 
ἐν τῷ παντί. 

[τούτων & a. ἡ.}}] Note the miserable 
repetition περὶ ξχάστου τῶν παρ᾽ ἡμῖν 

. τούτων ἔχαστον παρ᾽ ἡμῖν in one 
sentence, for this is virtually the case, 
since ὅτι depends on λαβὲ τὸ τοιόνδε. 

nw > , ἢ τοὐναντίον 
ἄλλων ζώων 

The sentence which I have relieved 
of this burden affords us the very 
ἔνεστι from which the interpolator 
helped himself above. “It is present 
here in small quantity and poor quali- 
ty,” and then the double nature of this 
φαῦλον is shewn; it is impure and 
feeble in its effects. This connexion is 
spoiled, and the grammar made to suffer, 
by the intrusion of xat. 

[ἐκ τούτου]] ἐκ τ. is quite suitable to 
γίγνεται, but by no means to τρέφεται; 
when we omit the words, the sentence 
becomes ten times more elegant and 
forcible, ὑπὸ being quite appropriate 
enough for the three verbs taken together. 



D 

E 

30 

4 ΠΛΆΤΩΝΟΣ ΦΙΛΗΒΟΣ. 

ΠΡΩ, Τοῦτο μὲν οὐδ᾽ ἀποχρίσεως ἄξιον ἐρωτᾷς. 
ΣΩ, ᾿Ὀρϑῶς:" ταὐτὰ γὰρ ἐρεῖς, οἶμαι, περί τε [τῆς ἐν τοῖς 

ζώοις] γῆς τῆς ἐνθάδε χαὶ τῆς ἐν τῷ wari: χαὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὑδὴ 

σιάντων ὅσων ἠρώτησα ὀλίγον ἔμσεροσϑεν, οὕτως ἀποχρινεῖ. 
TIP2. Τίς γὰρ ἀποχρινόμενος ἄλλως ὑγιαίνων ἄν more 

φανείη; 
ΣΩ. Σχεδὸν οὐδ᾽ ὁστισοῦν. ἀλλὰ τῷ μετὰ τοῦϑ᾽ ἑξῆς 

ἕπου. πάντα γὰρ ἡμεῖς ταῦτα τὰ νῦν δὴ λεχϑέντ᾽ ἄρ᾽ οὐχ εἰς 
‘ ~ 

ὃν συγχείμενα ἰδόντες ἐπωνομάσαμεν σῶμα; 
ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 
XQ. Ταὐτὸν δὴ λαβὲ χαὶ περὶ τοῦδ᾽ ὃν κόσμον λέγομεν. 

[διὰ] τὸν αὐτὸν γὰρ τρόπον ἂν εἴη. σπου σῶμα, σύνϑετον ὃν ἐχ 

τῶν αὐτῶν. 

ΠΡΏΩ. Ὀρϑότατα λέγεις. 
ΣΩ. Πότερον οὖν ἐκ τούτου τοῦ σώματος ὅλως τὸ παρ᾽ 

ἡμῖν σῶμα, ἢ ἐκ τοῦ wag? ἡμῖν τοῦτο, τρέφεταί τε καί, ὅσα 
- ‘ ‘ 3. ὦ »” Ὁ» , , ow 

viv δὴ [περὶ αὐτῶν] εἴπομεν, εἴληφέ τε καὶ ἴσχει; 

ΠΡΩ. Καὶ τοῦϑ᾽ ἕτερον, 
τήσεως. 

t τ᾿ , > a” > 

ὦ Σώχρατες, ove ἄξιον ἐρω- 

ΣΩ. Τί δέ; τόδ᾽ ag’ ἄξιον; ἢ πῶς ἐρεῖς; 
ΠΡΩ. Aéye τὸ ποῖον. 
22. Τὸ παρ᾽ ἡμῖν σῶμα ae’ οὐ ψυχὴν φήσομεν ἔχειν; 
ITP2. Athov ὅτι φήσομεν. 
ΣΩ. Πόϑεν, ὦ pile Πρώταρχε, λαβόν, εἴπερ μὴ τό γε τοῦ 

᾿Ορθῶς] Compare inf. 53, A. In in- 
stances of this kind, we must not take 
this word as merely expressive of as- 
sent, but rather of satisfaction that the 
argument is advancing as was intended. 
This will justify the use of γὰρ in the 
next clause.—The designations τῆς ἐν 

τοῖς ζώοις (inf. 31, Ὁ) and τῆς ἐνθάδε 
both apply to γῆς: but one would be 
sufficient, and the latter is better here as 
contrasting with τῆς ἐν τῷ παντί. In 
place οἵ χαὶ τῶν ἄλλων δὴ πάντων I 
suspect that we ought to read χαὶ τῶν 
ἄλλων δὲ πέρι πάντων.---ἰ have changed 
τὸ μετὰ τοῦτο into τῷ Μμ τ. 

[διὰ] τὸν αὐτὸν γ. τρόπον] The cause 
of its being a body is given in σύν- 
Setov ὃν ἐχ τῶν αὐτῶν. Therefore the 
causal διὰ seems out of place here as 

well as unsuited to τρόπον. We should 
rather have expected xara τὸν αὐτὸν 
λόγον, but τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον expresses 
nearly the same thing. The copyist 
was perhaps thinking of διὰ τὴν αὐτὴν 
altiay. 

ὅσα viv δὴ [περὶ αὐτῶν] εἴπομεν] 
This refers to χαὶ γίγνεται χαὶ ἄρχεται. 
But περὶ αὐτῶν is surely out of place; 
for that, concerning which they are 
speaking here, is τὸ παρ᾽ ἡμῖν σῶμα, 
and though that σῶμα contains the four 
elements, those elements have already 
passed out of the argument.—{oyet is 
both better supported than ἔχει; and 
more appropriate, as Socrates is speak- 
ing of a continual derivation. 

Πόθεν] The reasons given seem to 
be two “The Universe has a soul, for 
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A ~ 2, a b ier 2 ᾿ > » , ‘ 

παντὸς σῶμα ἔμψυχον Ov ἐτύγχανε, ταῦτά γ΄ ἔχον τούτῳ καὶ 

ἔτι πάντῃ καλλίονα; 
ΠΡΩ, “ῆλον ὡς οὐδαμόϑεν ἄλλοθεν, ὦ Σώχρατες. 

- 5 
32. Οὐ γάρ που δοχοῦμέν γ᾽, ὦ Πρώταρχε, τὰ τέτταρ᾽ 

ἐχεῖνα, Ἱπέρας καὶ ἄπειρον χαὶ χοινὸν ** χαὶ τὸ τῆς αἰτίας γένος, 
> κεἰ , ἃ τὰ ~ > 
ἐν ἀπασε τέταρτον EVOY, τοῦτ ἐν μὲν τοῖς παρ᾿ ἡμῖν [ψυχήν B 
τὲ παρέχον] χαὶ σωμασκχίαν ἐμτιοιοῦν καὶ πταίσαντος σώματος 

what else could have given us our 
souls?” and “The Universe has a soul, 
because it has all that we have in 
greater perfection”. But the latter alone 
is intended. “If we have a soul, the 
Universe which has all that we have 
&c. must likewise have one”. navty 
refers to quantity, purity, intensity &c. 
mentioned above. 

Οὐ γάρ mov] The subject of ἐπιχα- 
λεῖσϑαι is evidently Cause. But if so, 
there is no predicate to τέτταρα ἐχεῖνα. 
To remedy this, some propose to read 
ὄντα before τέτταρα; but neither Gram- 
mar nor Logic allows such a contrivance. 
Not Grammar, because if Plato had 
intended the clause to be taken ab- 
solutely, he would certainly have written 
ὄντων τῶν τεττάρων. Nor Logic, for 
if we were to take it thus: “Seeing 
that these four are”’—-we should im- 
mediately ask ‘are where’? If παρ᾽ 
ἡμῖν, that could not be omitted. If 
every where, that is as yet unproved, 
nay the very thing to be proved, for 
in the next sentence of Socrates the 
conclusion is stated wq¢ ἔστιν ἄπειρόν 
τε ἐν τῷ παντὶ x. τ᾿ & There can be 
no doubt that the four γένη ought to 
be mentioned, else how can he make 
any conclusion about them? So that 
the words τὰ t. ἐχεῖνα are not an in- 
terpolation. On the other hand we 
know that there is an hiatus in the 
best MS., for it omits πέρας, and though 
the others have it, it is just as likely 
that in these it was supplied by con- 
jecture. But the hiatus may have been 
far greater than that of one word. My 
impression is that the text in this place 
was in a very bad condition even in 
remote times, and that all which inter- 
vened between ἐχεῖνα and χαὶ τὸ τῆς 
αἰτίας γένος was unreadable. The place 
was then filled up pretty nearly as we 
find it. But not correctly: for the 

enumeration of these γένη without an 
article is in itself most unlikely, and 
if χοινὸν had been mentioned here, it 
is scarcely credible that Protarchus 
should so very soon afterwards beg to 
be reminded what χοινὸν meant. I be- 
lieve that a more probable mode of 
filling up the gap would be in this 
fashion: τὰ τέτταρα ἐχεῖνα ἐν τοῖς παρ᾽ 
ἡμῖν μόνοις εἶναι, καὶ τὸ τῆς αἰτίας 
γένος, ἐν ἅπασι τέταρτον ἐνόν, τοῦτ᾽ ἐν 
μὲν τοῖς. παρ᾽ ἡμῶν x. τ. & 

[ψυχήν τε παρέχον] He argues that 
αἰτία here below enjoys many and va- - 
rious appellations of σοφία (as we say 
σοφὸς παιδοτρίβης, ἰατρός, τέχτων, χαλ- 
χεύς, and so forth) and he divides 
the operations of αἰτία under two heads 
of combining and repairing (συντιϑὲν 
χαὶ ἀχούμενον) and gives an example 
of each in σωμασχίαν ἐμποιοῦν and 
ἰατρυκὴν (ἐμποιοῦν. It is evident 
throughout that he is speaking of the 
human Ψυχὴ being enabled by this 
αἰτία to work on our inferior elements 
by introducing πέρας into the ἄπειρα, 
and, when the μέτρον thus introduced 
has been disturbed, by readjusting it; 
in other words he is speaking of human 
skill, And, pray, what human skill 
can be said Ψυχὴν παρέχειν ῦ But some 
Greek reader, who did not understand 
the argument, saw something about 
cause, and something about σῶμα, and 
thought it was a pity that the Ψυχὴ 
should be missing, and so by his ψυ- 
χήν te παρέχον he killed all the sense of 
the passage. The application of these 
facts concerning human skill to a higher 
skill must be carefully noted. He does 
not say “there must be some other 
higher effects elsewhere” ; but “we know 
of certain effects; we know that there 
is a φύσις τῶν χαλλίστων χαὶ te 
μιωτάτων (ie. the planets and the 
whole Heavens) and this must be an 
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ἰατριχήν, χαὶ ἐν ἄλλοις ἄλλα συντιϑὲν χαὶ ἀχούμενον, πᾶσαν χαὶ 

παντοίαν σοφίαν ἐπιχαλεῖσϑαι" τῶν δ᾽ αὐτῶν τούτων ὕντων ἐν 
ὅλῳ τε οὐρανῷ χαὶ χατὰ μεγάλα μέρη, χαὶ προφέει χαλῶν χαὶ 
εἰλιχρινῶν, ἐν τούτοις δ᾽ οὐχ ἄρα μεμηχανῆσϑαι τὴν τῶν sa 
Motor χαὶ τιμιωτάτων φύσιν. 

σ᾽ ΠΡΩ,. 1,4λλ᾽ οὐδαμῶς τοῦτό γ᾽ ἂν λόγον ἔχοι. 
ΣΩ, Οὐκοῦν [et μὴ τοῦτο,] μετ᾽ ἐχείνου τοῦ λόγου ἂν ἑπό- 

μενοι βέλτιον λέγοιμεν, ὡς ἔστιν, ἃ πολλάχις εἰρήκαμεν, ἄτιει-- 

ρόν τ᾽ ἐν τῷ παντὶ πολύ, χαὶ πέρας ἵχανόν, χαί τις ex? αὖ- 
τοῖς αἰτία οὐ φαύλη, χοσμοῦσά τε καὶ συντάττουσα ἐνιαυτούς 
τε χαὶ ὥρας zai μῆνας, σοφία καὶ νοῦς λεγομένη δικαιότατ᾽ ἄν. 

ΠΡΩ. Διχαιότατα δῆτα. 
ΣΩ. Σοφία μὴν χαὶ νοῦς ἄνευ ψυχῆς οὐχ ἂν more γε- 

νοίσϑην. 
ΠΡΩ. Ov γὰρ οὖν. 

D ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν ἐν μὲν τῇ τοῦ Διὸς ἐρεῖς φύσει βασιλικὴν 
μὲν ψυχήν, -βασιλιχὸν δὲ νοῦν ἐγγίγνεσθαι διὰ τὴν τῆς αἰτίας 
δύναμιν, ἐν δ᾽ ἄλλοις ἄλλα χαλά, xo ὃ φίλον ἑχάστοις λέ- 

γεσϑαι. 

ΠΡΩ. Μάλα γε. 
ΣΩ, Τοῦτον δὴ τὸν λόγον ἡμᾶς μή τι μάτην δόξης, ὦ 

Πρώταρχε, εἰρηχέναι, ἀλλ᾽ ἔστι τοῖς μὲν στάλαι ἀποφηναμένοις 
ὡς ἀεὶ τοῦ παντὸς νοῦς ἄρχει, ξύμμαχος ἐχείνοις. 

effect of this same αἰτία operating in in the Zimaeus we are told of a δη- 
a higher ψυχή." -Ast’s Lexicon will μιουργὸς χαὶ πατήρ by whom Jove and 
give the student several examples of all other Deities were made. He too 
ἄρα in this kind of reasoning, where 
we would show the absurdity of deny- 
ing in one case, what has been ad- 
mitted in another less evident case. 
I should prefer ἐν ὅλῳ te τῷ οὐρανῷ. 

[et μὴ rotro]] These words are out 
of construction, and redundant. Let 
them be restored to the margin, or, 
better still, be forgotten. In this sen- 
tence the reader will perceive the play- 
ful way in which ἄπειρον is called 
πολύ, and πέρας ἱκανόν, and αἰτία οὐ 
φαύλη, and will be able to judge of 
the worth of Winckelmann's conjecture, 
when he proposes to foist χοινὸν without 
an epithet into the text. 

Διὸς] Then Jove is subordinate to 
αἰτία. This looks like Pantheism, but 

is not independent of αἰτία, for the 
αἰτία is given which caused him to 
make the world, namely that he was 

good, and since in that which is good 
there is no grudge, he begrudged not 
the world its being, but would have 
all things like himself. Thus the First 
Cause is The Good, but the δημιουργὸς 
does not owe his being to τἀγαϑὸν = 
αἰτία; but through its presence in him 
he becomes the author of all things, 
including the Gods. Jove himself ap- 
pears among these divine beings whom 
he addresses thus: Θεοί, ὅσων ἐγὼ δη- 
μιουργὸς πατήρ τε ἔργων, ἅτε δύ ἐμοῦ 
γενόμενα, ἄλυτα ἐμοῦ γ᾽ ἐϑέλοντος--- 
for so the passage ought to be read. 
Tim. 41, a. 

—{o 
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ΠΡΩ. Ἔστι γὰρ οὖν. 
32. Τῇ δέ γ᾽ ἐμῇ ζητήσει πεποριχωὼς ἀπιόχρισιν, ὅτι νοῦς 4 ἢ Q θισεν, 

ἐστὶ ὑγενούστης τοῦ στάντων αἰτίου λεχϑέντος. [τῶν τεττάρων E 
Σ 6 ee 8 ~ 2» ν , ~ €. ἃ Ἢ Ν ps 
ἦν ἡμῖν ἕν τοῦτο] ἔχεις yao δήπου νῦν ἡμῶν ἤδη τὴν azo- 

χρισιν. “ 
ΠΡΩ. Ἔχω vei μάλ᾽ ἱχανῶς" 

ἔλαϑες. 

ΣΩ, ᾿Ανάπαυλα γάρ, ὦ Πρώταρχε, τῆς σπουδῆς γίγνεται 
ἫΝ, x ς , 

éviod ἣ παιδιά. 

ΠΡΩ. Καλῶς εἶπες. 

XQ. Νοῦς δή που, ὦ ἑταῖρε, οὗ μὲν γένους ἐστὶ καὶ τίνα 81 

nek τοί μὲ ἀποχρινάμενος 

wore δύναμιν χέχτηται, σχεδὸν ἐπιειχῶς ἡμῖν τὰ νῦν δεδήλωται. 
ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ. Καὶ μὴν ἡδονῆς γ᾽ ὡσαύτως πάλαι τὸ γένος ἐφάνη. 
ΠΡΩ. Kei μάλα. 
ΣΩ. Menrvdueda δὴ χαὶ ταῖτα περὲ ἀμφοῖν, ὅτι νοῦς μὲν 

ew x ‘ s , \ ~ 7, c ‘ > »~ 
αἰτίας ἣν ξυγγενὴς καὶ τούτου σχεδὸν τοῦ γένους, ἡδονὴ δ᾽ ἄπει- 

ρός τ᾽ αὐτὴ χαὶ τοῦ μήτ᾽ ἀρχὴν μήτε μέσα μήτε τέλος ἐν ἑαυτῷ 
ἀφ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ ἔχοντος μηδ᾽ ἕξοντός more γένους. 

ΠΡΩ. ἸΜεμνησόμεϑα" πῶς γὰρ οὔ; 
ΣΩ. Δεῖ δὴ τὸ μετὰ τοῦτο, ἐν ᾧ τ᾽ ἐστιν ἑχάτερον αὐτοῖν, 

» Ν , 4 , Cc , , , ~~. € ~ 

χαὶ διὰ ti πάϑος γίγνεσθον, omotay γίγνησθϑον, ἰδεῖν ἡμᾶς" 

σιρῶτον τὴν ἡδονήν" ὥσπερ τὸ γένος αὐτῆς πρότερον ἐβασανί- 
σαμεν, οὕτω καὶ ταῦτα πρότερα. λύπης δ᾽ αὖ χωρὶς τὴν ἣδο- 
ν᾿ ἌΡ Ὁ ΓΝ Ν᾿ ~ , γὴν οὐχ ἄν ποτε δυναίμεθ᾽ ἱχανῶς βασανίσαι. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾽4λλ᾽ εἰ ταύτῃ χρὴ πορεύεσθαι, ταύτῃ πορευώ- 

μεϑα. 

γενούστης) This word is quoted from 
this passage by the lexicographers. It 
is not formed according to analogy, 
and offers no meaning but what yev- 
γήτης would have supplied. It may 
have arisen from a dittographia, yé- 
yous, γεννήτης.---Ἱ once thought that 
Stallbaum’s conjecture, when he put a 
stop after λεχσέντος and supplied δὲ 
after τεττάρων, was undoubtedly right. 
T now see in the words τῶν τεττάρων 
ἦν ἡμῖν ὃν τοῦτο a marginal ‘note, on 
which all correction is thrown away. 

ἔχεις yap ought to follow ‘ntnddiately 
upon the statement of the ἀπόχρισ'ς, in 

place of being separated from it by 
this reference, which is itself quite su- 
perfluous. 

ταῦτα πρότερα] Namely, where it is 
to be found existing, and how ἐξ arises, 
Henceforth, pleasure is no longer con- 
sidered as an abstraction, and belonging 
to the class of ἄπειρα, but as having 
come into being, and consequently as 
belonging to the χοινά. 
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ΣΩ. ‘AQ οὖν σοὶ χαϑάπερ ἐμοὶ φαίνεται τῆς γενέσεως 
αὐτῶν πέρι; 

σ ΠΡΩ. Τὸ ποῖον; 

32. “Ἔν τῷ χοινῷ μοι γένει ἅμα φαίνεσϑον λύπη ve καὶ 
ἡδονὴ γίγνεσϑαι χατὰ φύσιν. 

ΠΡΩ. Κοινὸν δέ γ᾽, ὦ φίλε Σώχρατες, ὑπομίμνησχε ἡμᾶς 
τί ποτε τῶν ττροειρημένων βούλει δηλοῦν. 

32. Ἔσται ταῦτ᾽ εἰς δύναμιν, ὦ ϑαυμάσιε. 
ΠΡΩ. ΚΚαλῶς εἶπες. 
ΣΩ. Κοινὸν τοίνυν ὑπακούωμεν ὃ δὴ τῶν τεττάρων τρίτον 

ἐλέγομεν. 

ΠΡΩ. Ὃ μετὰ τὸ ἄπειρον καὶ πέρας ἔλεγες; ἐν ᾧ net 
ὑγίειαν, οἶμαι δὲ χαὶ ἁρμονίαν, ἐτίϑεσο; : 

D 32. Καλλιστ᾽ εἶπες. τὸν νοῦν δ᾽ 6 τι μάλιστ᾽ ἤδη 
πρόσεχε. 

ΠΡΩ. Aéye μόνον. 
32. Aéyw τοίνυν, τῆς ἁρμονίας μὲν λυομένης ἡμῖν ἐν τοῖς 

ζώοις, ἅμα λύσιν τῆς φύσεως καὶ γένεσιν ἀλγηδόνων ἐν τῷ τότε 

γίγνεσϑαι χρόνῳ. 
ΠΡΩ, Πάνυ λέγει εἰχός. , 

XQ. Πάλιν δ᾽ ἁρμοττομένης τε καὶ εἰς τὴν αὑτῆς φύσιν 

Τἀπιούσης, ἡδονὴν γίγνεσθαι λεχτέον, εἰ δεῖ δι᾿ ὀλίγων περὶ 

μεγίστων ὃ τι τάχιστα ῥηθῆναι. 

ἘἙ ΠΡΩ. Οἶμαι μέν σε ὀρϑῶς λέγειν, ὦ Σώχρατες, ἐμφανέ- 

στερον δ᾽ ἔτι ταὐτὰ ταῦτα σπιειρώμεϑα λέγειν. 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν τὰ δημόσιά που. καὶ περιφανῆ ῥᾷστον συν- 

VOELY ; 

ΠΡΩ. Ποῖα; 
ΣΩ. Πείνη μέν ποὺ λύσις καὶ λύπη; 

ΠΡΩ. Ναί. 
XQ. Ἐδωδὴ δέ, πλήρωσις γιγνομένη πιάλιν, ἡδονή; 

ΠΡΩ. Ναί. 

ἀπιούσης] The same word is again ὁδόν, and τὴν ἀναχώρησιν, I should be 
used below of the same thing, and there inclined to write πάλιν ἰούσης; or éna- 

also with πάλιν. The expression seems νιούσης, which last is perhaps more like 
strange for a return to a natural state. the text. 
On the faith of εἰς τὴν αὐτῶν οὐσίαν 
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22. Δίψος δ᾽ αὖ φϑορὰ καὶ λύπη [zat λύσις], ἣ δὲ τοῦ 
ὑγροῦ πάλιν τὸ ξηρανϑὲν τιληροῦσα δύναμις, ἡδονή. διάχρισις 32 
δὲ [γ] αὖ χαὶ [διάλυσις] ἣ παρὰ φύσιν τοῦ πνίγους πάϑη, 
λύπη" χατὰ φύσιν δ᾽ ἣ δίγους πάλιν ἀπόδοσίς τε καὶ ψῦξις, 
ἡδονή. 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
32. Καὶ [ῥίγους] ἢ μὲν παρὰ φύσιν τοῦ ζώου τῆς ὑγρό- 

~ ᾿ , 2 > > ‘ > , ‘ 

τητος πῆξις, λύπη. πτάλιν δ᾽ Τεὶς ταὐτὸν ἀπειόντων καὶ διαχρι- 
, ς x , ς , ς , S, £3 , ‘ »” 

νομένων ἣ κατὰ φύσιν δδός, ἡδονή. καὶ Evi λόγῳ σχόπει εἴ σοι 

μέτριος ὃ λύγος, ὃς ἂν φῇ τὸ ἐκ τοῦ ἀπείρου χαὶ πέρατος 
‘ , »” ‘ , ao a» > - , χατὰ φύσιν ἔμψυχον γεγονὸς εἶδος, ὅπερ ἔλεγον ἐν τῷ πρό- 

σϑεν, ὅταν μὲν τοῦτο φϑείρηται, τὴν μὲν φϑορὰν λύπην εἶναι, 
‘ ee ‘ Coe ΟΡΞΤ, Cor , > Σ ον \ 3 

τὴν δ᾽ εἰς τὴν αὑτῶν οὐσίαν ὁδόν, ταύτην δ᾽ αὖ στάλιν τὴν ava- 
χώρησιν πάντων, ἡδονήν. - 

ΠΡΩ, Ἔστω" δοχεῖ γάρ μοι τύπον γέ τιν᾽ ἔχειν. 

[διάλυσις}] This differs so little in 
sense from διάχρισις that it is useless, 
and moreover it answers to nothing in 
the antithesis. The opposites are διά- 
χρίσις == ἀπόδοσις, παρὰ φύσιν = χατὰ 
φύσιν, πνίγους πάϑη Ξε ψῦξις, λύπη Ξε 
ἡδονή. In this scheme the only word 
that suggests any scruple is ἀπόδοσις; 
a word which conveys no meaning un- 
less we are told what is τὸ ἀποδιδό- 
μενον. That is to say, we want a ge- 
nitive, and it must be the genitive of 
that which is opposed to πνῖγος. But, 
for this we need not look very far, 
for in the very next speech we have 
ῥίγους, where it is as much in the way 
as it would be serviceable here. It 
seems almost certain that we should 
read ἡ ῥίγους πάλιν ἀπόδοσίς te xar 
ψῦξις, ἡδονή. 

[ptyous]] See the preceding note. But 
@ more serious difficulty is offered by 
εἷς ταὐτὲν ἀπιόντων, which is doubtful 
not only because of the preposition ἀπό, 
but also because the plural refers to 
nothing yet mentioned; nor does taJ- 
τὸν satisfy me, for, though εἰς ταὐτὸν 
ἰόντων would do very well for the 
meeting of things separated, here the 
natural way is that of separation, as 
is plain from the nature of the case, 
and from the word διαχρινομένων. 

Platonis Philebus. 

Schleiermacher, in view of Stobeus’ read- 
ing, els τὴν αὐτὴν φύσιν, for εἰς ταὐτόν, 
conjectured εἰς τὴν αὐτῶν φύσιν. Stall- 
baum finds every thing to his mind: 
ἀπιόντων is said of τῶν ὑγρῶν, im- 
plied in ὑγρότητος, and εἰς ταὐτὸν is 
“to the same state in which they were 
before”. The reader will observe that 
there may be as much rashness in de- 
fence as in attack. Our only guide is 
the antithesis, in which τῆς ὑγρότητος 
πῆξις can only answer to τῆς ὑγρότη- 
tos διάχρισις. From this it would ap- 
pear to follow that πάλιν δὲ ταύτης 
διακρινομένης was the original reading. 
Or perhaps it was πάλιν δὲ τῶν παγέν- 
τῶν διαχρινομένων: but at all events 
it was something very different from 
what we now read on the authority of 
some unknown person who did his best 
to patch up a reading from his damaged 
copy. In what follows, the construction 
is purposely loose, in order to admit 
of more detail, and especially to pre- 
vent the φϑορὰ being understood of 
anything save the dissolution of the 
compound formed from the union of τὸ 
ἄπειρον and πέρας: hence also the 
double μὲν and its double apodosis. 

τύπον] A general outline of truth. See 
Trendelenburg’s Excerpta, where there 
is a very good note on the word. 

4 
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32. Τοῦτο μὲν τοίνυν ἕν εἶδος τιϑώμεϑα λύπης τε χαὶ 
« ~ > , ~ ’ c , 

ἡδονῆς ἐν τούτοις τοῖς πιάϑεσιν ἑξχατέροις. 

ΠΡΩ. Keiodw. 

ΣΩ, Τίϑει τοίνυν αὐτῆς τῆς ψυχῆς χατὰ τὸ τούτων τῶν 
παϑημάτων προσδόχημα τὸ μὲν πρὸ τῶν ἡδέων [ἐλπιζόμενον] 
ἡδὺ χαὶ ϑαρραλέον, τὸ δὲ πρὸ τῶν λυτηρῶν φοβερὸν καὶ ἀλ- q) D τὴ Q 
γεινόν. 

ΠΡΩ. Ἔστι γὰρ οὖν τοῦϑ᾽ ἡδονῆς καὶ λύπης ἕτερον εἶ- 
δος, τὸ χωρὶς τοῦ σώματος [αὐτῆς τῆς ψυχῆς] διὰ τιροσδοχίας 

γιγνόμενον. 
ΣΩ, Ὀρϑῶς ὑπέλαβες. ἐν γὰρ τούτοις οἴμιαι, κατά γε τὴν 

ἐμὴν δόξαν, εἰλιχρινέσι ϑ᾽ ἑκατέροις γιγνομένοις, Τῶς δοχεῖ, καὶ 

[ἐλπειζόμενον]] It is not the expected 
thing, but the state of expectation which 
is either painful or pleasant. Nor can 
we put τὸ τῆς ψυχῆς ἐλπιζόμενον for 
τὸ τῆς ψυχῆς ἐλπιζούσης πάϑος with 
any shadow of propriety. 

[αὐτῆς τῆς ψυχῆ5]} Protarchus’ answer 
is an admission that there is another 
species of pain and pleasure independent 
of the body, for so he varies the ex- 
pression of that which Socrates had 
called αὐτῆς τῆς Ψυχῆς. But this va- 
riety does not satisfy the sciolist; so he 
gives us a tautology in its place, by 
again repeating αὐτῆς τῆς ψυχῆς. 

᾿Ορθῶς ὑπέλαβες. ἐν yap] The γὰρ 
after ἔϑροῶς ὑπέλαβες shews that a 
certain satisfaction is implied. See 
above 29, D. 

ἐν γ. τούτοις οἶμαι) It is commonly 
supposed that Socrates is here speaking 
of the προσδοχήματα alone; but it would 
be strange that he should speak of these 
as pure, and unmingled with pleasure 
and pain, just after he has made them 
appear as one kind of them. Nor is it 
easy to see why he should lay so much 
stress on this particular εἶδος, as ex- 

pecting from it a solution of the whole 
question. ἐν τούτοις however manifestly 
means not ἐν τούτοις τοῖς προσδοχήμασι, 
but ἐν τούτοις τοῖς εἴδεσι, for it follows 
immediately on Protarchus’ ἕτερον εἶδος. 
But ἑχατέροις cannot be so applied, be- 
cause ταῦτα here involving only two 
εἴδη, each of them would be ξχάτερον. 
This is one difficulty; and here is another. 
Socrates cannot speak of either εἶδος 

as unmingled with pain and pleasure, 
since they are kinds of them. But the 
plurals εἰλιχρίνεσι &e., if they do not 
refer to εἴδεσι, must refer to λύπαις τε 
xa ἡδοναῖς; and by substituting this 
emendation for λύπης τε xa ἡδονῆς, we 
get rid of both difficulties at once. It 
may appear somewhat bold to change 
so many terminations, but only to those 
who are unfamiliar with the wholesale 
dealing of the ancient correctors, who 
would think themselves quite justified 
in adapting all the neighbouring endings 
to τούτοις. I do not however admit 

this conjecture into the text, because, 
until we are certain about ὡς δοχεῖ, 
we must be content with uncertainty 
in every thing else. I once thought 
that these words meant, that Socrates 
wished to represent himself as not sure 
till after further examination whether 
he should find those pure and unmingled 
εἴδη, but in that case he would have 
said ἐὰν εὔρωμεν or οἷα μοι δοχῶ ev- 
ρήσειν or any thing sooner than ὡς 
δοχεῖ. If we adopt elk. “᾽ ξχατέραις 
γιγνομέναις χαὶ ἀμίχτοις λύπαις τε χαὶ 
ἡδοναῖς, they will be the instrumental 
Satives to ἐμφανὲς ἔσεσθαι. Perhaps 
εἷς Soxet is merely a gloss to χατά γε 
τὴν ἐμήν, before δόξαν was added by 
way of explanation. 

οἶμαι, κατά γε τὴν ἐμὴν δόξαν] The 
second of these phrases modifies the 
confident air of the first; there is there- 
fore no redundancy, such as some have 
imagined to be purposely introduced 
to imitate ordinary conversation ! ue ee να .. «Ὁ 

ao. ς, 
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~ > ἑ 
ἀμίχτοις λύπης τε χαὶ ἡδονῆς, ἐμφανὲς ἔσεσϑαι τὸ περὶ τὴν 
c , , co > ‘ BY , > , ” ΠῚ δος 
ἡδονήν, ττότερον ὕλον ἐστὶ τὸ γένος ἀσπαστόν, ἢ τοῦτο μὲν D 

ἑτέρῳ τῶν προειρημένων δοτέον ἡμῖν γενῶν, ἡδονῇ δὲ καὶ λύπῃ, 
χαϑάπερ ϑερμῷ nai ψυχρῷ nai πᾶσι τοῖς τοιούτοις, ὡς τοτὲ 
μὲν ἀσπαστέον αὐτά, τοτὲ δ᾽ οὐχ ἀσπαστέον, ὡς ἀγαϑὰ μὲν 
οὐχ ὄντα, ἐνίοτε δὲ χαὶ ἐνια “δεχόμενα τὴν τῶν ἀγαθῶν ἔστιν 
ὅπῃ φύσιν. ; 

ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑότατα λέγεις ὅτι ταύτῃ πῃ δεῖ διαττορευϑῆναι 
τὸ νῦν μεταδιωχόμενον. 

ΣΩ. Πρῶτον μὲν τοίνυν τόδε ξυνίδωμεν. [ὡς] εἴπτερ ὅν- 
τως ἔ ῦ ἔγων διαφϑειρομένων μὲν [αὐτῶν] ἀλγηδώ ς ἔστι τῶν γενομέν φϑειροι ἢ ἀλγηδών, 
ἀνασωζομένων δ᾽ ἡδονή, τῶν μήτε διαφϑειρομένων μήτ᾽ ἄνα- 

, 2 , , , Ia ~ a ee » REL: 
σωζομένων ἐννοήσωμεν πέρι, τίνα mod ἕξιν δεῖ τότ᾽ ἐν éxc- 

στοις εἶναι τοῖς ζώοις, ὅταν οὕτω σχῇ. σφόδρα δὲ προσέχων 

E 

τὸν νοῦν εἰχτέ᾽ ἄρ᾽ οὐ πᾶσα ἀνάγχη πᾶν ἐν τῷ τότε χρόνῳ 
ζῶον μήτε [τι] λυπεῖσθαι μήϑ᾽ ἥδεσθαι, μήτε μέγα μήτε 
σμιχρόν; 

TIPQ. ᾿Ανάγκη μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν ἔστι τις τρίτη ἡμῖν ἣ τοιαύτη διάϑεσις παρά 

τε τὴν τοῦ χαίροντος χαὶ παρὰ τὴν τοῦ λυπουμένου. 
ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 

τοῖς τοιούτοις, ὡς τοτὲ μέν] After 
δοτέον governing these several datives, 
the sentence requires ὅτι or ὡς; I have 
inserted the latter. 

ἔστιν ὅπῃ] For the MS. reading ἔστιν 
ὅτε, which is a mere repetition of ἐνίοτε, 
the nearest Palwographical change would 
be ἔστιν οὗ, the Y and T being often 
confounded; but the most appropriate 
and, in itself, a very probable change, 
is ἔστιν ὅπῃ, “on certain conditions”. 
This I have admitted into the text. 

διαπορευθῆναι)] The argument is 
compared, as in many other parts of 
Plato, to a beast of the chase being 
tracked. 

τῶν γενομένων] τὸ λεγόμενον is the 
reading of all MSS. and Edd. in place 
of my τῶν γενομένων. But without some 
qualifying adverb t. λ. cannot be used in 
any other sense but “what is commonly 
said”. And again αὐτῶν refers to no 
plural expressed or implied. Stallbaum 
tells us, first that αὐτῶν is put for 

ἐχείνων (motive unknown) and that 
ἐχεῖνα are ὑγρόν, πνῖγος, ῥῖγος and so 
forth. The reader need scarcely be 
reminded that ὑγρὸν and the rest never 
perish, but the γενέσεις from them do, 
and it is these γενέσεις, if ἔμψυχοι, 
which feel the pain or the pleasure of 
their jarring or blending. It is also 
usual to say ἀληθῶς λέγεται of state- 
ments and ὄντως ἔστι of facts, whereas 
here we have a confusion of the two. 
I have restored what in my opinion 
must have been the original text. 

ὅταν οὕτω σχῇ] I have put σχῇ for 
ἴσχῃ; we want the aorist, and ἴσχῃ 
here is as misplaced as if we should 
ask a man, Πῶς toyets; 

μήτε [re] λυπεῖσθαι] μήτε λυπεῖσθαι 
has no more right to τὶ than μήϑ᾽ 
ἥδεσθαι, and neither needs it. 

ἡμῖν ἡ τοιαύτη] ἡμῖν is the reading 
of the Coislinian and is much to be 
preferred to that of the Bodleian, ἡ τῶν. 

4* 



ΠΛΑΤΩΝΟΣ ΦΙΛΗΉΒΟΣ. 

32. “Aye δὴ τοίνυν, ταύτης πιροϑυμοῦ μεμνῆσϑαι" ττιρὸς 
γὰρ τὴν τῆς ἡδονῆς χρίσιν οὐ σμικρὸν [μεμνῆσϑαι ταύτην] 
ἔσϑ᾽ ἡμῖν [ἢ μή]. βραχὺ δέ τι περὶ αὐτῆς, εἰ βούλει, διαπε- 
ράνωμεν. I 

ΠΡΩ. Aéye ποῖον. 

XQ. [Τῷ] τὸν τοῦ φρονεῖν [ἑλομένῳ] βίον οἶσϑ᾽ ὡς τοῦ- 
τὸν τὸν τρότον οὐδὲν ἀτιοκωλύει ζῆν. 

ΠΡΩ, Τὸν τοῦ μὴ χαίρειν μηδὲ λυσιεῖσϑαι λέγεις; 
XQ. Ἐρρήϑη γάρ που τότ᾽ ἐν τῇ παραβολῇ τῶν βίων μη- 

δὲν δεῖν μήτε μέγα μήτε σμιχρὸν χαίρειν τῷ τὸν τοῦ νοεῖν χαὶ 

Β 

- , c , 

φρονεῖν βίον ἑλομένῳ. 
ΠΡΩ. Καὶ μάλ᾽ οὕτως ἐρρήϑη. 
ΣΩ, Οὐχοῦν οὕτως ἂν ἐκείνῳ F ὑτπιάρχοι, καὶ ἴσως οὐδὲν 

ἄτοπον εἰ πάντων τῶν βίων ἐστὶ ϑειότατος. “ 
ΠΡΩ. Οὔκουν εἰκός γ᾽ οὔτε χαίρειν τοὺς ϑεοὺς οὔτε τοὐ- 

γαντίον. 
‘ a > ~ > 

XQ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν οὐχ εἰχός" ἄσχημον γοῦν αὐτῶν ixa- 
, , > 2 Ν ‘ ~ A PLA ‘ ’ -" ( 

τερον γιγνόμενόν ἐστιν. αλλὰ δὴ τοῦτο μὲν ἔτι χαὶ εἰσαῦϑιες 

ἐπισχεψόμεϑα, ἐὰν περὸς λόγον τι ἦ, καὶ τῷ νῷ πρὸς τὰ δευ- 
τερεῖα, ἐὰν μὴ πρὸς τὰ πρωτεῖα δυνώμεθα προσϑεῖναι, τιροσ-- 

ϑήσομεν. 

[μεμνῆσϑαι ταύτην]] Protarchus is to 
try and remember this, because it is an 
important fact; not because it is im- 
portant to remember it. The change 
from ταύτης, which the author of this 
foolish supplement saw above to tav- 
τὴν, which he certainly wrote, would 
almost make one suspect that he meant 
μεμνῆσθαι for a passive. Just so in 
the Politicus, 286, c, we read, μὴ πρὸς 
ἄλληλα τὰ μήχη xplvovtes, ἀλλὰ κατὰ 
τὸ τῆς μετρητικῆς μέρος, ὃ τότε ἔφα- 
μεν δεῖν μεμνῆσθαι πρὸς τὸ πρέπον. 
But there the whole context shews that 
Plato wrote μεμερίσϑαι. 

[Tq] . . [ἑλομένῳ]] This again has been 
borrowed from below, and placed here 
so that it makes ἀποχωλύειν govern a 
dative. As to οὐδὲν ἀποχωλύει being 
used with the accusative suppressed, 
this is a common idiom. “Jt is quite 
possible to live the intellectual life in 
this manner.” 

Οὐκοῦν οὕτως] I ought not to have 
followed two previous editors in pre- 
ferring οὗτος, which rests on no good 
authority. The argument runs thus: 
“This neutral life is compatible with 
pure intelligence; for the man who 
chose the life of intelligence was ob- 
liged to forego all delight. Jn this way 
then (this being so) it would be the 
very life which he had already chosen, 
and it would also probably be the 
nearest approach to the life of the 
Gods.” The transition from the philo- 
sopher to the Gods is marked by éxet- 
νῷ τε xat. The ye which has usurped 
the place of te in the Editions, is ab- 
solutely without meaning. 

ἐπισκεψόμεθα] This is Bekker’s con- 
jecture for ἐπισχεψώμεϑα, which occurs 
in all the Books, but is both less suit- 
able in itself, unusual with εἰσαῦϑις, 
which requires a future, and quite in- 
compatible with προσθήσομεν. 
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ΠΡΩ. ὌὈρϑότατα λέγεις. 
ΣΩ, Καὶ μὴν τό γ᾽ ἕτερον εἶδος τῶν ἡδονῶν, ὃ τῆς ψυ- 

χῆς αὐτῆς ἔφαμεν εἶναι, διὰ μνήμης wey ἐστὶ γεγονός. 
ΠΡΩ, Πῶς; 
ΣΩ. πηνήμην, ὡς ἔοιχεν, 6 τι ποτ᾽ ἔστι, τερότερον Τάνα- 

ληπτέον. χαὶ κινδυνεύει σπιάλιν ἔτι πρότερον αἴσϑησιν μνήμης, 
εἰ μέλλει τὰ στερὶ ταῦϑ᾽ ἡμῖν κατὰ τρόπον φανερά πῃ γενής- 
σεσϑαι. 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς φής; 
32. Θὲς τῶν περὶ τὸ σῶμα ἡμῶν ἑκάστοτε παϑημάτων 

τὰ μὲν ἐν τῷ σώματι χατασβεννύμενα τιρὶν ἐπὶ τὴν ιϑυχὴν 
διεξελϑεῖν, ἀπαϑῆ ᾽χείϑην ἐάσαντα, τὰ δὲ δι’ ἀμφοῖν ἰόντα 
nal τιν᾽ ὥσπερ σεισμὸν ἐντιϑέντα ἴδιόν τε καὶ κοινὸν ἑχατέρῳ. 

TIP2. Κείσϑω. 

ΣΩ. Τὰ μὲν δὴ μὴ δι᾿ ἀμφοῖν ἰόντα ἐὰν τὴν ψυχὴν quay 
φῶμεν λανϑάνειν, τὰ δὲ OV ἀμφοῖν μὴ λανθάνειν, de’ ὀρϑό- 
tar ἐροῦμεν; 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ ov; 
32. Τὸ τοίνυν λεληϑέραι βηδαῶς ὑπολάβῃ ng ὡς λέγω λή-- 

Ing ἐνταῦϑά που γένεσιν. ἔστι γὰρ λήϑη μνήμης ἔξοδος" ἣ 
> ee | ~~ J ~ γ , »" - ‘ Ran, P , 

δ᾽ ἐν τῷ λεγομένῳ νῦν οὔττω Ae τοῦ δὲ a ὄντος μήτε. 

γεγονότος mw γίγνεσθαι φάναι 

HP2. Ti μήν; 

x , 
τιν᾽ ἀποβολὴν ἄτοπον. ἢ γάρ; 

32. Τὰ τοίνυν ὀνόματα μετάβαλε μόνον. 
JIP2. Wc; 

ἀναληπτέον] Anntéov alone is the 
proper verb. Παραληπτέον would be 
just as unsuitable as ἀναληπτέον; for 
they are not going to receive the in- 

formation from others, but to learn it 

by observation. Nor is it at all likely 
that Plato would play on the word 
ἀναλαμβάνξιν, as denoting the proper 
function of μνήμη. I therefore con- 
os πρότερον ἂν εἴη ληπτέον. 

τρόπον] This is the opposite 
of pity τρόπου. See below, 34, A. 

ἐνταῦθά που] Somewhere Bere; 42., 
in the state we have been describing. 
By λήϑης γένεσις is meant a state of 
forgetfulness arising out of a previous 

opposite state. With this he contrasts 
that state of unconsciousness as to any 
particular impression which precedes 
αἴσϑησις, and consequently μνήμη. The 
latter is described in order to bring into 
greater relief the proposition which he 
is now advancing, that Desire being of 
the opposite to that which is present, 
as the body is taken up with that which 
is present, the mind alone can be con- 
versant with the absent opposite, and 
this through Memory, without which 
Desire is impossible. 

μήτε γεγονότος πω] I have adopted 
Stallbaum’s conjecture for πὼς without 
hesitation. 
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SQ. ᾿Αντὶ μὲν τοῦ λεληϑέναι τὴν ψυχήν, ὅταν ἀπαϑὴς 
- ~ ~ ~ Ὁ ~ αὕτη γίγνηται τῶν σεισμῶν τῶν τοῦ σώματος, [ἣν νῦν λήϑην 

84 χαλεῖς,] ἀναισϑησίαν ἐπονόμασον. 
ΠΡΩ. Ἔμαϑον. 

ΣΩ, Τὸ δ᾽ ἐν ἑνὶ nade 

γιγνόμενα κοινῇ καὶ κινεῖσϑαι, 

τὴν ψυχὴν χαὶ τὸ σῶμα χοινῇ 
ταύτην δ᾽ αὖ τὴν χίνησιν ὀνο- 

μάζων αἴσϑησιν οὐκ ἀπὸ τρόπου φϑέγγοι᾽ ἄν. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αληϑέστατα λέγεις. 
S2. Οὐχοῦν ἤδη μανϑάνομεν ὃ βουλόμεθα χαλεῖν τὴν αἵ- 

σϑησιν. 

ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 

ΣΩ, Σωτηρίαν τοίνυν αἰσϑήσεως τὴν μνήμην λέγων ὀρϑῶς 
ἄν τις λέγοι, χατά γε τὴν ἐμὴν δόξαν. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿Ὀρϑῶς γὰρ οὖν. 
ΣΩ, Μνήμης δ᾽ ἀνάμνησιν ἄρ᾽ οὐ διαφέρουσαν λέγομεν; 
TTP2. Ἴσως. 

ΣΩ. ἸΑρ᾽ οὖν οὐ τόδε; 
IIP2. To ποῖον; 

~ > 

22. Ὅταν, ἃ μετὰ τοῦ σώματος ἔπτασχέ mo¥ ἣ ψυχή, 

ταῦτ᾽ ἄνευ τοῦ σώματος αὐτὴ ἐν ἑαυτῇ 6 τι μάλιστ᾽ ἀναλαμ- 
x βάνῃ, τότ᾽ ἀναμιμνήσχεσϑαί που λέγομεν. ἢ γάρ; 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 

ΣΩ. Καὶ μὴν καὶ ὅταν, ἀπολέσασα μνήμην εἴτ᾽ αἰσϑήσεως 
>_>, 4. , 4 , 2 , , PE | εἰν αὖ μαϑήματος, avdig ταύτην ἀναττολήσῃ στάλειν αὐτὴ ἐν 

ἑαυτῇ, καὶ ταῦτα ξύμτταντ᾽ ἀναμνήσεις xai μνήμας που λέ- 
γομεν. 

[ἣν νῦν λήθην καλεῖς}} Protarchus does 
no such thing. He is bidden to use 
ἀναισθησία in place of τὸ λεληϑέναι, 
and to keep λήϑη in the same sense 
as hitherto. 

γιγνόμενα] “Pro γιγνόμενον Syden- 
hamus γιγνόμενα tentat. Non video cau- 
sam.” Stallb. And then, of course, we 
are referred to Matthie. That the com- 
piler of a Grammar should treasure up 
all the anomalies and exceptional in- 
Stances, which either the self-will of 
authors or the stupidity of scribes supplies 
him with, is no more than we should 
expect. But the province of an editor 
is, as far as possible, to resist such 

evidence and to oppose common sense 
to the craving after curiosities. In such 
a passage as this a departure from 
the common rule is above all things 
improbable, for here the notion upper- 
most in the mind of the writer is the 
joint participation in a certain state, 
the common effect of two things, which _ 
a singular participle would render less 
apparent. 

ποθ᾽ ἡ] The Zurich editors have not 
improved this passage by the conjec- 
tural reading of πάθη; the word ποτὲ 
adds. to the clearness of the sentence, 
and is fully supported by analogous 
passages in this part of the dialogue. 
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ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑῶς λέγεις. 
ΣΩ. Ob δὴ χάριν ἅπαντ᾽ εἴρηται ταῦτα, ἔστι τόδε. 
ΠΡΏ. To ποῖον; 

ΣΩ. Ἵν᾽ ἅμα τὴν τῆς ψυχῆς ἡδονὴν χωρὶς σώματος 6 τι 
> 

μάλιστα χαὶ ἐναργέστατα λάβοιμεν, καὶ ἅμ᾽ ἐπιϑυμίαν" διὰ 
. - > , ~ 

γὰρ τούτων πως ταῦτ᾽ ἀμφότερ᾽ ἔοιχε δηλοῦσϑαι. 
ΠΡΩ. “έγωμεν τοίνυν, ὦ 

“1 ΡΣ Π τῳ ~ Σώχρατες, ἤδη τὸ μετὰ ταῦτα. 
ΣΩ, Πολλά ye περὶ γένεσιν ἡδονῆς χαὶ πτᾶσαν [τὴν] μορ- D 

φὴν αὐτῆς ἀναγκαῖον, ὡς ἔοιχε, λέγοντας σχοττεῖν. καὶ γὰρ νῦν 
7 2 σιρότερον ἔτι φαίνεται λητιτέον ἐπιϑυμίαν εἶναι, τί wor’ ἔστι 

χαὶ ποῦ γίγνεται. 
ΠΡΩ. 

~ > > ~ 

Σχοπῶμεν τοίνυν" οὐδὲν γὰρ ἀπολοῦμεν. 

32. ᾿Απολοῦμεν μὲν οὖν, ταῦτά γε, ὦ Πρώταρχε, εὑρόντες 
a ~ ~ ~ ~ ἃ viv ζητοῦμεν, [ἀττολοῦμεν) τὴν περὶ αὐτὰ ταῦτ᾽ ἀπορίαν. 

TIP2. Ὀρϑῶς ἠμύνω" τὸ 
λέγειν. 

δ᾽ ἐφεξῆς τούτοις πειρώμεϑα 

SQ. Οὐκοῦν νῦν δὴ πείνην τε καὶ δίψος καὶ στόλλ᾽ ἕτερα 
τοιαῦτ᾽ ἔφαμεν εἶναί τινας ἐπιϑυμίας; 

ΠΡΩ. Σφόδρα γε. 
ΣΩ. Πρὸς τί ποτ᾽ ἄρα ταὐτὸν βλέψαντες, οὕτω πολὺ δια- 

φέροντα ταῦϑ'᾽ ἑνὶ προσαγορεύομεν ὀνόματι; 
- > 

ΠΡΩ. Mae AC οὐ ῥάδιον ἴσως εἰτιεῖν, ὦ Σώχρατες" ἀλλ᾽ 
εἶ , 

ὅμως λεχτέον. 

SQ. Ἐλχεῖϑεν δὴ ἐκ τῶν αὐτῶν πάλιν ἀναλάβωμεν. 
ΠΡΩ. Πόϑεν δή; 

Ἵν ἅμα] The reading of all the MSS., 
ἵνα μή, has sorely puzzled the editors ; 
some have left it in despair, others have 
betaken themselves to my; but this 
particle is in contradiction to the su- 
perlatives which follow, and would be 
more appropriate to an attempt then 
commencing, than to a review of the 

ground already won. I once adopted δή, 
but with misgivings. I now see that 
INAMA was divided amiss, and so MA 
was changed into μή. “Ava τοῦτο χαὶ 
ἅμα ἐκχεῖνο is a very common formula. 
See below 41, D, ἅμα παραχεῖσϑαι χαὶ 
ἅμα ¥ νεσπαι. 

πᾶσαν [τὴν] μορφήν] As he means 
every phase of it, and not its whole 

appearance, the article has no business 
here. 
ite: viv ζητοῦμεν] The common reading 

» ᾿Απολοῦμεν μὲν οὖν, καὶ ταῦτά Ye 
é 31. +, εὑρόντες ὃ viv ζητοῦμεν ἀπο- 
λοῦμεν xt. ξ. It is impossible to make 
any sense of χαὶ ταῦτά ye, nor is the 
first @rohodp.ev, without a case, supported 
by usage. The corruption of the pas- 
sage appears to have originated with 
the insertion of the second ἀπολοῦμεν, 
which probably stood at first as a gloss 
in the margin. Under any circum- 
stances ὃ would be untenable, for αὐτὰ 
ταῦτα proves that a plural must have 
preceded. 
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SQ. “Aiwi” λέγοντες, λέγομεν ἑχάστοτέ τι. 4] 7 » AEYOM 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς & οὔ; 
ΣΩ. Τοῦτο δέ γ᾽ ἐστὶ κενοῦται. 
ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 

5 
ΣΩ, ἸΑρ᾽ οὖν τὸ δίψος ἐστὶν ἐπιϑυμία; 
ΠΡΩ, Ναί, πώματός γε. 
ΣΩ, Πώματος, ἢ πληρώσεως πώματος; 
ΠΡΩ. Οἶμαι μὲν πληρώσεως. 
ΣΩ, Ὃ κενούμενος ἡμῶν ἄρα, ὡς ἔοιχεν, ἐπιϑυμεῖ τῶν 

ἐναντίων ἢ πάσχει. χενούμενος γὰρ ἐρᾷ σπτληροῦσϑαι. 
ΠΡΩ. Σεαφέστατά γε: 
ΣΩ. Τί οὖν; ὃ τὸ πρῶτον χενούμενος ἔστιν ὁπόϑεν εἴτ᾽ 

> of , 1 ERR 7” ” , , a > αἰσϑήσει [πληρώσεως] ἐφάπτοιτ᾽ ἂν εἴτε μνήμῃ τούτου, ὃ μήτ 
ἐν τῷ νῦν χρόνῳ πάσχει μήτ᾽ ἐν τῷ πρόσϑε πώποτ᾽ ἔπαϑεν; 

ΠΡΩ, Καὶ πῶς; 

ΣΩ. ᾿Αλλὰ μὴν 6 γ᾽ ἐπιϑυμῶν τινὸς ἐπιϑυμεῖ, φαμέν. 
ΠΡΩ, Πῶς γὰρ οὔ; 
22. > WwW. > ὦν , , 2 - - ‘ 

Οὐχ ag ὃ ye πάσχει, τούτου ἐπιϑυμεῖ. diy γάρ, 

τοῦτο δὲ χένωσις" ὃ δ᾽ ἐπιϑυμεῖ πληρώσεως. 
ΠΡΩ. Ναί. 

SQ. Πληρώσεώς [γ] ἄρα πῇ τι τῶν τοῦ διψῶντος ἂν 
ἐφάπτοιτο. 

ΠΡΩ, *Avoynaior. 
ΣΩ. Τὸ μὲν δὴ σῶμα ἀδύνατον" χενοῦται γάρ πτου. 

“Aupq’] There are two readings Διψῇ 
γέ που and Διψῆν nov. As to the va- 
riety in the Bodleian Exaotov ἔτι, we 
have but to turn it back into the uncial 
character and we see that it was simply 
another instance of Y being mistaken 
for T, EKACTOYETI. Now if we 
try to make sense of Διψῇ x. τ. & it 
can only mean, that something sometimes 
thirsts, which is an incredihle manner 
of expression, to say nothing of the 
perfect uselessness of ye. If we try 
Διψῆν, we may by some effort obtain 
this sense, “‘We speak of thirsting as 
something”. i.e. There is such a thing 
as thirsting. But then Exaotote loses 
all its meaning, and we are obliged 

further on to read χενοῦσϑαι, whereas 

all the Books have xevottat. This is 
one of those examples that in criticism 
nothing should be looked on as in- 
significant, Just as in one of the old 
Epigrams, I have shewn that ἐν δὲ 

χϑὼν is ἐν δὲ ¥ Ody 1.6. ἐν δὲ χοροῖσι 
Θεῶν, so here Διψῇ AET was read 
as if it were Aupy PETIT. The rest was 
either invisible or neglected, and yer 
was so supplemented as to become yé 
που. 

ἸΠληρώσεός [γ] ἄρα] The construction 
is ἄρα τι τῶν τοῦ διψῶντος ἐφάπτοιτ᾽ 
ἄν πῃ πληρώσεως. Some part, then, of 
the man who is thirsting is in contact 
with repletion. The ye is useless, un- 
less we change its place and read II. 
ἄρα ἕν ye τι. 
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ΠΡΩ. Nai. 
ΣΩ. Τὴν ψυχὴν ἄρα τῆς πληρώσεως ἐφάπτεσϑαι λοιττόν, 

τῇ μνήμῃ δῆλον ὅτι" τῷ γὰρ ἂν ἔτ᾽ ἄλλῳ ἐφάψαιτο; σ 

ΠΡΩ. Σχεδὸν οὐδενί. 

ΣΩ, Ἰανϑάνομεν οὖν ὃ συμβέβηχ᾽ hiv ἐκ τούτων τῶν 

λόγων. 
IIP2. To ποῖον; 

32. Σώματος ἐπιϑυμίαν οὔ φησιν ἣμῖν οὗτος ὃ λόγος 

γίγνεσϑαι. 
JIP2. Πῶς; 

ΣΩ, Ὅτι τοῖς ἐχείνου τταϑήμασιν ἐναντίαν ἀεὶ παντὸς 

ζώου μηνύει τὴν ἐπειχείρησιν. 
ΠΡΩ. Kai μαλα. 
ΣΩ. Ἡ δ᾽ δρμή γ᾽ ἐπὶ τοὐναντίον ἄγουσα ἢ τὰ παϑήματα 

δηλοῖ που μνήμην οὖσαν τῶν τοῖς παϑήμασιν ἐναντίων. 
ΠΡΩ, Πάνυ γε. 
XQ. Τὴν ἄρ᾽ ἐπάγουσαν ἐπὶ τὰ ἐπιϑυμούμεν᾽ ἀποδείξας D 

μνήμην 6 λόγος ψυχῆς ξύμπασαν τήν ϑ᾽ ὁρμὴν καὶ ἐπιϑυμίαν 
χαὶ τὴν ἀρχὴν τοῦ ζώου παντὸς ἀπέφηνεν. 

ΠΡΩ, Ὀρϑότατα. 
ΣΩ, ΖΔιψῆν ἄρ᾽ ἡμῶν τὸ σῶμα ἢ πεινὴν ἤ τι τῶν τοιού- 

τῶν ττάσχειν οὐδαμῇ ὃ λόγος αἱρεῖ. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αληϑέστατα. 
XQ. Ἔτι δὴ καὶ τόδε περὶ ταὐτὰ ταῦτα χατανοήσωμεν. 

βίου γὰρ. εἶδός te μοι φαίνεται βούλεσθαι δηλοῦν ὃ λόγος ἡμῖν 
ἐν τούτοις αὐτοῖς. 

ΠΡΩ. Ἐν τίσι καὶ ποίου περὶ βίου φράζεις; Ε 
ΣΩ. Ἐν τῷ πληροῦσϑαι χαὶ κενοῦσϑαι καὶ τιᾶσιν ὅσα περὶ 

σωτηρίαν τ᾽ ἐστὶ τῶν ζώων χαὶ τὴν φϑοράν, χαὶ εἴ τις τού- 
tov ἐν ἑχατέρῳ γιγνόμενος ἡμῶν ἀλγεῖ, τοτὲ δὲ χαίρει χατὰ 
τὰς μεταβολάς. ἑ 

ΠΡΩ. Ἔστι ταῦτα. 

Τὴν ἄρ᾽ ἐπάγουσαν] The argument, ὃ λόγος αἱρεῖ] Evinces, makes good. 
then, in showing that Memory is that Compare Rep. 604 c; Parm. 141 τ; ~ 
which introduces one to objects of desire, Crito 48, c. The figure of speech seems 
has proved that to the soul belong the to be borrowed from the draught- 
whole activity and desire, and the di- board. 
rection of the entire creature. 
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22. Ti δ᾽, ὅταν ἐν μέσῳ τούτων γίγνηται; 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς ἐν μέσῳ; 

ΣΩ. Διὰ μὲν τὸ πάϑος ἀλγῇ, μεμνῆται δὲ τῶν ἡδέων ὧν 
γενομένων τταύοιτ᾽ ἂν τῆς ἀλγηδόνος, πεληρῶται δὲ μήττω" τί 

86 τότε; φῶμεν ἢ μὴ φῶμεν αὐτὸν ἐν μέσῳ τῶν παϑημάτων εἶναι; 
ΠΡΩ. Φῶμεν μὲν οὖν. 

ΣΩ. Πότερον ἀλγοῦνϑ᾽ ὅλως ἢ χαίροντα; 
ΠΡΩ. Ma Av’, ἀλλὰ διτιλῇ τινὲ λύπῃ λυπούμενον, κατὰ 

μὲν τὸ σῶμα ἐν τῷ παϑήματι, κατὰ δὲ τὴν ψυχὴν τεροσδοχίας 
τινὶ πόϑῳ. 

ΣΩ. Πῶς, ὦ Πρώταῤχε, τὸ διτιλοῦν τῆς λύττης elses; 
dg’ οὐχ ἔστι μὲν ὅτε τις ἡμῶν χενούμενος ἐν ἐληείδι φανερᾷ 
τοῦ πληρωϑήσεσθϑαι καϑέστηχε, τοτὲ δὲ τοὐναντίον ἀνελτείστως 

Β ἔχει; 

ΠΡΩ. Καὶ μάλα γε. 

ΣΩ. Mey οὖν οὐχὶ ἐλπίζων μὲν πληρωϑήσεσϑαι τῷ με- 
μνῆσϑαι δοχεῖ σοι χαίρειν, ἔβα δὲ χενούμενος ἐν τούτοις τοῖς 
χρόνοις ἀλγεῖν; 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿ΑἸνάγχη. 

32. Tov ἄρ᾽ ἄνϑρωπος χαὶ τἄλλα ζῶα λυπεϊταί ϑ᾽ ἅμα 
nai χαίρει. 

ΠΡΩ, Κιινδυνεύει. 
32. Τί δ᾽, ὅταν ἀνελητίστως ἔχῃ κενούμενος τεύξεσϑαι why- 

ρώσεως; ao οὐ τότε τὸ διπλοῦν γίγνοιτ᾽ ἂν πιερὶ τὰς λύτιας 

Ο πάϑος, ὃ σὺ νῦν δὴ κατιδὼν ὠήϑης ἁπλῶς εἶναι διπλοῦν; 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αληθέστατα, ὦ Σώκρατες. 
32. Ταύτῃ δὴ τῇ σχέψει τούτων τῶν παϑημάτων τόδε 

χρησώμεϑα, --- , 

ITP2. Τὸ ποῖον; 

32. Πότερον ἀληϑεῖς ταύτας τὰς λύπας τε zai ἡδονὰς ἢ 

ψευδεῖς εἶναι λέξομεν" ἢ τὰς μέν τινας ἀληϑεῖς, τὰς δ᾽ ov. 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς, ὦ Σώχρατες, ἂν εἶεν ψευδεῖς ἡδοναὶ ἢ λῦπαι; 
32. Πῶς δέ, ὦ Πρώταρχε, φόβοι ἂν ἀληϑεῖς ἢ ψευδεῖς, 

ἢ προσδοχκίαι ἀληϑεῖς ἢ μή, ἢ δόξαι ἀληϑεῖς ἢ ψευδεῖς; 
D ΠΡΏ. Aokag μὲν ἔγωγ᾽ ἄν που συγχωροίην, τὰ δ᾽ ἕτερα 

ταῦτ᾽ οὐχ ἄν. 
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~ , > , 

XQ. Πῶς φής; λόγον μέντοι τινὰ κινδυνεύομεν ov mare 

σμιχρὸν ἐτιεγείρειν. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αληϑῆ λέγεις. 

. - > 

32. 2A εἰ πρὸς τὰ παρεληλυϑότα, ὦ wai ᾽χείνου τἀν- 
δρός, πιροσήχοντα, τοῦτο σχετυτέον. 

ITP. Ἴσως τοῦτό γε. 
- ~ nw 

32. Χαίρειν τοίνυν δεῖ λέγειν τοῖς ἄλλοις μήκεσιν ἢ καὶ 
ὁτῳοῦν τῶν παρὰ τὸ προσῆκον λεγομένων. 

ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑῶς. 
ΣΩ. Aéye δή μοι’ ϑαῦμα γὰρ ἐμέ γ᾽ ἔχει διὰ τέλους ἀεὶ 

περὶ ταῦτα, ἃ νῦν δὴ τιροὐϑέμεϑα, ἀπορήματα. πῶς δὴ φής; 
- « > > - > ,’ ‘ c , 

ψευδεῖς, at ὃ ἀληϑεῖς οὐχ εἰσὶν ca 

ΠΡΩ, Πῶς γὰρ ἄν; 
32. Οὔτε δὴ ὄναρ οὔϑ᾽ ὕπαρ, ὡς φής, [ἔστιν] οὔτ᾽ ἐν 

μανίαις οὔτ᾽ ἐν παραφροσύναις οὐδεὶς ἔσϑ'᾽ ὃς τις ποτὲ δοχεῖ 

μὲν χαίρειν, χαίρει δ᾽ οὐδαμῶς, οὐδ᾽ αὖ δοχεῖ μὲν λυπεῖσθαι, 
λυπεῖται δ᾽ ov. 

ΠΡΩ. dv? οὕτω ταῦτ᾽, ὦ Σώχρατες, ἔχειν τεάντες ὕπεει- 
λήφαμεν. 

XQ. ἾΑρ᾽ οὖν ὀρϑῶς, ἢ σχεϊττέον εἴτ᾽ ὀρϑῶς εἴτε μὴ ταῦτα 
λέγεται; 

ITP2. 
τ. , ς > δ᾽ , ” 

Σχεπτέον, ὡς ἐγὼ φαίην ay. 

XQ. Διορισώμεϑα δὴ σαφέστερον ἔτι τὸ νῦν δὴ λεγόμενον 
ἡδονῆς ve πέρι καὶ δόξης. ἔστι γάρ που δοξάζειν ἡμῖν; 

ΠΡΩ. Nai. 
ΣΩ. Καὶ ἥδεσθαι; 

ὦ παῖ ᾿κείνου τἀνδρός) The word 
ἐχεῖνος is often substituted for the 
proper name in speaking of an absent 
or deceased person with respect. Soph. 
Fragm. οὐ παῖς ᾿Αχιλλέως, ἀλλ᾽ ἐχεῖνος 
αὐτὸς ef. In the Republic, Socrates ad- 
dresses Glaucon and Adimantus as ὦ 
παῖδες ἐχείνου τάνδρός. It is not known 
who was Protarchus’ father, except 
that Socrates above calls him Callias, 
but he no doubt belonged to a principal 
family in Athens. Stallbaum’s notion 
that Protarchus is addressed as the dis- 
ciple of that man, meaning Philebus, 
is, regret to see, repeated in his last 

edition. 
τοῖς ἄλλοις μήκεσιν] «41 other long 

discourses, except those which are to 
the purpose: ἢ χαὶ ὁτῳοῦν x. τ. &, is 
equivalent to, or even short ones, when 
they are not to the point. 

ἀεὶ περὶ ταῦτα] I have substituted 
ταῦτα for the unmeaning ta αὐτὰ of 
the Editions. A little further on, I 

have restored πῶς δὴ φής; from Pro- 
tarchus to Socrates. 

[ἔστιν] I have followed Stallbaum 
in bracketing this word, which arose 
from the scribe not understanding the 
adverbial use of ὄγαρ and ὕπαρ. 

E 

37 
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ITP2. Nai. 
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ΣΩ, Καὶ μὴν "ἃ τὸ δοξαζόμενόν ἐστὶ τι; 
ΠΡΩ,. Πῶς δ᾽ 

x ΣΩ, Kai τό γε, ᾧ ἰοὺ ἡδόμενον ἥδεται; 
ΠΡΩ, Καὶ πάνυ γε. 
ΣΩ, Οὐχοῦν τὸ δοξάζον, ἄν © ὀρϑῶς ἄν τε μὴ ὀρϑῶς 

Β δοξάσῃ, τό γε [δοξάζειν ὄντως οὐδέποτ᾽ ἀπόλλυσιν. 
ΠΡΩ, Πῶς γὰρ ἄν; 

22. Οὐκοῦν χαὶ τὸ ἡδόμενον, ἄν τ᾽ ὀρϑῶς ἄν τὲ μὴ ὁρ- 
ϑῶς ἥδηται, τό γ᾽ ὄντως ἥδεσϑαι δῆλον ὡς οὐδέποτ᾽ ἀτπιολεῖ. 

ΠΡΩ, Ναί, καὶ tov οὕτως ἔχει. 
32, Ὅτῳ ποτ᾽ οὖν δὴ τρόπῳ δόξα ψευδής τε χαὶ ἀληϑὴς 

ἡμῖν pst γίγνεσθαι, τὸ δὲ τῆς ἡδονῆς μόνον ἀληϑές, [δοξά- 
Caw δ᾽ ὄντως χαὶ χαίρειν ἀμφότερα ὁμοίως εἴληφεν,) σχετττέον. 

TIPQ. “Aga, ὅπῃ δόξῃ μὲν ἐπιγίγνεσϑον ψεῦδός te καὶ 
Ο ἀληϑές, καὶ ἐγένετ᾽ οὐ μόνον δόξα διὰ ταῦτ᾽ ἀλλὰ καὶ ποιά 

τις ἑχατέρα, σχετιτέον φὴς τοῦτ᾽ εἶναι; 
32. Ναί. πρὸς δέ γε τούτοις, εἰ καὶ τὸ παράπαν ἡμῖν 

τὰ μέν ἐστι moi’ ἄττα, dori) δὲ nai λύπη μόνον ἅπερ ἐστί, 
ποιώ tive δ᾽ οὐ γίγνεσθον, χαὶ ταῦϑ᾽ ἡμῖν διομολογητέον. 

ΠΡΩ. 41ῆλον. 
3 ‘ ~ ~ ΣΩ. “AMV οὐδὲν τοῦτό ye χαλεπὸν ἰδεῖν ὅτι χαὶ ποιώ τινε. 

πάλαι γὰρ εἴπομεν ὅτι μεγάλαι ve xod σμικραὶ χαὶ σφόδρα 
Ὁ ἑχάτεραι γίγνονται [, λῦτιαί τε 

Οὑκοῦν τὸ δοξάζον] That which fancies, 
whether it fancies correctly, or incorrect- 
ly, never loses its property of really 
fancying. It is an actual notion, though 
it may not correspond to an object. 
The same may be said of pleasure; 
the feeling is actually present, though 
the object is unreal. Thus there is no 
difference as to truth and falsehood 
between τὸ δοξάζον and τὸ ἡδόμενον. 
Unless indeed we say that pleasure is 
of such nature that it does not admit 
of any quality; but this is not so, for 
we speak of great and little pleasures, 
of good and bad pleasures, and so forth: 
then why not of false and true? I 
have removed the idle supplement δο- 
ξάζειν, which betrays its origin by not 
knowing its place. 

nai ὑδοναί]. 

Ὅτῳ] This is the reading of the best 
MS. for Τῷ. I have adopted it, and 
added σχεπτέον as Baiter first suggested, 
but my σχεπτέον is that already given 
to Protarchus. It would exceed the 
compass of a note to discuss the other 
changes which I have made, and the 
reasons for them are sufficiently ob- 
vious. Let it suffice to note that the 
disputants do not consider, nor have 
they any reason for considering, why 
both δοξάζειν and χαίρειν have the ὄγ- 
τως, so that, had the sentence in brackets 
been as well expressed as it is clumsy, 
it could not have belonged to Plato. 
σφόδρα éxdrepat] Violently the one 

or violently the other, as the gloss λῦ- 
mat te χαὶ ἡδοναὶ explains the words. 
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SQ. “Ay δέ ye πονηρία τούτων, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ττροσγίγνη- 
ταί τινι, πτονηρὰν μὲν φήσομεν οὕτω γίγνεσθαι δόξαν, τεονηρὰν 

δὲ χαὶ ἡδονήν. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αλλὰ τί μήν, ὦ Σώκρατες; 
ΣΩ. Τί δ᾽, ἂν ὀρϑότης ἢ τοὐναντίον ὀρϑότητι τινὶ τούτων 

χιροσγίγνηται; μῶν οὐχ ὀρϑὴν KL 
ἴσχῃ; ταὐτὸν δ᾽ ἡδονήν; 

ΠΡΩ. *Avoyzcior. 

ἐν δόξαν ἐροῦμεν, ἂν -ὀρϑότητ᾽ 

XQ. Ἂν δέ γ᾽ ἁμαρτανόμενον τὸ δοξαζόμενον 7, τὴν δό- 
ξαν τόϑ᾽ ἁμαρτάνουσάν γ᾽ οὐχ 
δοξαζουσαν; 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ ἄν; 
32. Τί δ᾽, ἂν αὖ λύπην 

λυπεῖται 1) τοὐναντίον ἁμαρτάνουσαν φωρῶμεν ᾽ 

‘ ΡΒ ~ + ~ > , στὴν ἤ τι τῶν χαλῶν ὀνομάτων 
TIPQ. ?AAW οὐχ οἷόν τε, εἴπερ ἁμαρτήσεταί γ᾽ 

ὀρϑὴν ὁμολογητέον οὐδ᾽ ὀρϑῶς 

ἤ τιν᾽ ἡδονὴν περὶ τὸ ἐφ᾽ ᾧ 

ὀρϑὴν ἢ χρη- 
αὐτῇ προσϑήσομεν; 

ἡδονή. 
ΣΩ. Καὶ μὴν ἔοιχέ γ᾽ ἡδονὴ πολλάχις οὐ μετὰ δόξης ὁρ- 

ϑῆς ἀλλὰ μετὰ ψεύδους ἡμῖν γίγνεσϑαι. 
TIP. Πῶς γὰρ οὔ; χαὶ τ 3 

iv μὲν δόξαν ye, ὦ Σώχρατες, 

ἐν τῷ τοιούτῳ χαὶ τότε λέγομεν ψευδῆ, τὴν δ᾽ ἡδονὴν αὐτὴν 38 t v YOL Ns a? | / 

οὐδεὶς ἄν ποτε τεροσείττοι ψευδῆ. 
XQ. ᾿Αλλὰ προϑύμως ἀμύνεις τῷ τῆς ἡδονῆς, ὦ Πρώταρχε, 

λόγῳ τὰ νῦν. 
ΠΡΩ, Οὐδέν γε, ἀλλ᾽ ἅπερ ἀχούω λέγω. 
ΣΩ. ΜΖ ιαφέρει δ᾽ ἡμῖν οὐδέν, ὦ ἑταῖρε, ἣ μετὰ δόξης τ 

“Av δέ ¥ ἡ ἁμαρτανόμενον) “If, when 
the object Mf a belief is misapprehended, 
the belief itself is wrong, shall we not 
also call that pain or pleasure wrong, 
which arises from a misapprehended 
object? If not, we must call it ὀρθή, 
χρηστή, and all manner of handsome 
names.” 

φωρῶμεν)] The Books have ἐφορῶμεν, 
which is out of the question. Inquirers 
are not supposed to gaze upon an error, 
but to detect it. 

μεν] This is Stallbaum’s  con- 
jecture for ἐλέγομεν; the change was 

owing to TOTEAEL' OMEN, which 
some copyists read as τότ᾽ ἐλέγομεν, 
supposing the imperfect to be required 
after τότε. When the bad fashion began 
to prevail of writing the words without 
the apostrophus, a practice which has 
led to endless corruption and confusion, 
this would become τότε ἐλέγομεν. 

Οὐδέν ye] The ye is added to οὐδεὶς 
and οὐδὲν before πλὴν and its equiva- 
lents. Compare Iph. T. 548 (564) οὐ- 
δείς γε πλὴν θανοῦσαν οὐχ ὁρᾶν pros. 
Arist. Nub. 734. οὐδέν γε πλὴν ἢ. Pro- 
tag. 810, 5, Οὐδέν γ᾽ εἰ μή. 
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2 ~ . p> , c ‘ ~ ‘ ~ , x 

ὀρϑῆς χαὶ μετ΄ ἐπιστήμης ἡδονὴ τῆς μετὰ τοῦ ψεύδους xai 

ἀγνοίας πολλάχις ἑχάστοις ἡμῶν ἐγγιγνομένης; 
Β ΠΡΩ, Eizog γοῦν μὴ σμιχρὸν διαφέρειν. 

=2. Τῆς δὴ διαφορᾶς αὐτοῖν txt ϑεωρίαν ἔλϑωμεν. 
ΠΡΩ. “Aye ὅπῃ σοι φαίνεται. 
ΣΩ, Tide δὴ ἄγω; 
ΠΡΩ, Πῇ; 

ΣΩ. 4όξα, φαμέν, ἡμῖν ἔστι μὲν ψευδής, ἔστι δὲ χαὶ 

ἀληϑής. 
ΠΡΩ, Ἔστιν. 

ΣΩ, ὍἝπεται μὴν ταύταις, ὃ νῦν δὴ ἐλέγομεν, ἡδονὴ καὶ 
λύπη πιολλάχις, ἀληϑεῖ καὶ ψευδεῖ δόξῃ λέγω. 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ 7» 
xO .»-.5. Οὐχοῦν ἐχ μνήμης te χαὶ αἰσϑήσεως δόξα ἡμῖν καὶ 

C τὸ δὴ δοξάζειν ἐγχωρεῖν γίγνεσϑον ἑχάστοτε. 
ΠΡΩ. Καὶ μάλα. 

- ἊΝ - - 

SQ. ὑ1ρ᾽ οὖν ἡμᾶς ὧδε περὶ ταῦτ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον ἡγούμεϑ᾽ 
ἴσχειν; 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς; 

ΣΩ, Πολλάχις ἰδόντι τινὲ πτόρρωϑεν μὴ πάνυ σαφῶς [τὰ 
χαϑορώμενα] ξυμβαίνειν βούλεσθαι χρίνειν φαίης ἂν ταῦϑ᾽ 

ἅπερ 0G. 

καὶ τὸ δὴ δοξάζειν ἐγχωρεῖν] The 
MSS. have, with few exceptions, τὸ 
διαδοξάζειν. This is interpreted as dis- 
tinguishing one notion from another. 
But the argument throughont turns upon 
the mere act of δοξάζειν, and not a 
single allusion is made to the distinc- 
tion here introduced. The confusion of 
δὴ and διὰ is one of the commonest 
in MSS., and. there is a peculiar force 
in δὴ which may be illustrated by 
Sophist, 234 .¢, ὥστε ποιεῖν ἀχηϑῆ δο- 
χεῖν λέγεσθαι, χαὶ τὸν. λέγοντα δὴ σο- 
φώτατον πάντων ἅπαυτ᾽ εἶναι. In this 
and other instances it is of the same 
force as χαὶ δὴ xal, and expresses a 
kind of accumulation. The word ἐγχω- 
ρεῖν has been changed on the authority 
of the Bodleian, &c., to ἐγχειρεῖν, but 
to undertake is surely less appropriate 

‘here than to be capable, for so we may 
render the impersonal ἐγχωρεῖ, 

γίγνεσθον] Most MSS. read ytyved’, 
a strange elision; but the Bodleian has 
preserved the traces of the true reading 
which I have restored; for γίγνεσθ᾽ in 
that Book is one of the many examples 
of the compendium for ov, the sign of 
the grave accent, being mistaken for an 
apostrophus. The sense is plain enough. 
“From Memory, then, and from Sen- 

sation, our notions, and indeed the ca- 
pacity for forming notions: at all, are 
derived in every instance.” 

[τὰ καθορώμενα] .. κρίνειν .. ταῦθ᾽ 
ἅπερ ὁρᾷ] It is very unnecessary for a 
man xptvety τὰ καθορώ μενα. But whoever 
is capable χρίνειν ταῦϑ᾽ ἅπερ dod, will 
not fail χαϑορᾶν the reason why we 
are thus mocked with a double object. 
A little further we read something from’ 
the same source in ἑστάναι φανταζό- 
pevov. If any place requires simple lan- 
guage, it is that where such a simple 



εἶν 
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ΠΡΩ. Φαίην ἄν. 
- - - ee > 2. Οὐχοῦν τὸ μετὰ voit αὐτὸς αὑτὸν οὗτος ἀνέροιτ 

ἂν ὧδε. 
TIP. Tae; 
32. Ti ποτ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἔστι τὸ παρὰ τὴν πέτραν tovd? [ἑστά- 

~ ) - ” AY 

vee φανταζόμενον] ὑπό τινι δένδρῳ; ταῦτ᾽ εἰπιεῖν ἄν τις τερὸς D 
- ~ c - 

ἑαυτὸν δοχεῖ σοι, τοιαῦτ᾽ ἄττα χατιδὼν φαντασϑέντα ἑαυτῷ 
ποτέ; 

ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 
~ ~ > w 

XQ. ἾΑρ᾽ οὖν μετὰ ταῦϑ᾽ ὃ τοιοῦτος ὡς ἀποχρινόμενος ἂν 
‘ ~ > 

moog αὑτὸν εἴποι ὡς ἔστιν ἄνϑρωπος, ἐπιτυχῶς εἰπιών; 

ΠΡΩ, Kei πανυ γε. 
5 > » , ~ 

32. Kai παρενεχϑείς γ᾽ αὖ τάχ᾽ ἄν, ὥς τι τινῶν ποιμέ- 

vov ἔργον bv, TO καϑορώμενον ἄγαλμα προσείποι. 
ΠΡΩ. άλα γε. 
32. Κἂν τίς γ᾽ αὐτῷ παρῇ, τά τε πρὸς αὑτὸν ῥηθέντ᾽ 

‘ ~ ) 

évreivag εἰς φωνὴν σπιρὸς τὸν παρόντ᾽ αὐτὰ ταῦτ᾽ ἂν πάλιν 
a 

φϑέγξαιτο, χαὶ λόγος δὴ γέγονεν οὕτως ὃ τότε δόξαν ἐχα- 
λοῦμεν. 

ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 
32. “Av δ᾽ ἄρα μόνος ἢ, ~ > ‘ ς τοῦτο ταὐτὸν πρὸς αὑτὸν δια- 
, Rf Ν , , »” > [4 - , 

γοούμενος, ἐνίοτε χαὶ ττλείω χρόνον ἔχων ἐν αὑτῷ πορεύεται. 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
32. Τί οὖν; ἄρα σοὶ φαίνεται. τὸ περὶ τοῦτο γιγνόμενον 

ὅπερ ἐμοί; 

every-day occurrence is described. It 
is ludicrous to see such words as 
“What's that yonder by the rock under 
a tree”? turned into bombast which we 
cannot even translate, for φανταζόμενον 
ἑστάναι is not even Greek. 

Τί wor ἄρα] Iph. T. 387 (399). 
Soph. Ajaz 905. τίνος ποτ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἔπραξε 
χειρὶ δύσμορος ; 

ἐπιτυχῶς εἰπών] Chancing on the truth 
in what he says. To this is afterwards 
opposed παρενεχϑείς, straying from the 
mark, or swerving. 

προσείποι) This is understood to 
mean, He would say in addition. But 
what he says here is no addition, but 
ἃ substitution. By changing ἐστὶ into 

tt; and adding dy to ἔργον, 1 think I 
have restored the passage to its old 
form and sense. ‘Looking upon it as 
the work of some shepherds or other, he 
would call what he descried, a figure.” 

περὶ τοῦτο] The reading of the MSS. 
is περὶ τούτων, in defence of which 
one Editor quotes from Phedo 58, A, 
Οὐδὲ τὰ περὶ τῆς δίχης ἐπύϑεσθε, and 
refers to Heindorf’s note on that pas- 
sage. Heindorf’s note is well worth 
reading and so likewise is his note to 
another passage in the same dialogue 
to which reference is made. But it is 
very unlikely that he would have looked 
upon this as an example, or have de- 
fended it. The analogy is merely ap- 
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ΠΡΩ. To ποῖον; 

IWAATQNOS ΦΙΛΗΒΟΣ. 

XQ. Δοχεῖ τόϑ' ἡμῶν ἣ ψυχὴ βιβλίῳ τινὲ τεροσεοιχέναι. 
ΠΡΩ. 
ΧΩ mae 

Πῶς; 

Ἡ μνήμη, ταῖς αἰσϑήσεσι ξυμττίπτουσα εἰς ταὐτόν, 
- a ‘ , > Σ ‘ , ᾿ , 

[καὶ] ἐκεῖνα ἃ περὶ ταύτας ἐστὶ τὰ σπταϑήματα φαίνεταί μοι 
x τ , ς ~ > - - , , 

σχεδὸν οἷον γράφειν ἡμῶν ἐν ταῖς ψυχαῖς τότε [λόγους ]" 

parent. It would be a great mistake 
to explain τὰ περὶ τῆς δίχης as a 
change made from περὶ τὴν δίκην be- 
cause of ἐπύϑεσθε. The main thought 
is περὶ τῆς δίκης πυϑέσϑαι; ἴο which 
another is added, πυϑέσθαι τὰ γενό- 
μενα, OF, if any one likes it better, πυ- 
ϑέσϑαι τὰ περὶ τὴν δίχην. The idiom 
therefore arises from an attempt to make 
an article do more than its natural fune- 
tion, and to graft an additional, though 
more direct, object, on that first one 
which is attached to the verb by the 
preposition. Here, on the contrary, 
περὶ τούτων is not an object at all. So- 
crates does not want to know Protarchus’ 
opinion about things of any kind, but 
whether what happens in this case ap- 
pears to him to be such and such. 
The mere occurrence of the word yty- 
γόμενον disposes of the whole argument; 
hor would περὶ τούτων be intelligible 
in any case, for the topic of conver- 
sation is singular; namely the man ὃς 
τὰ φαντασϑέντα πλείω χρόνον ἔχων ἐν 
αὑτῷ πορεύεται. 
Ἢ μνήμη] The reading of the Books 

is the same as that in my text, except 
that it has περὶ ταῦτα and φαίνονται, 
and, of course, I am answerable for the 
brackets. I will briefly point out the mis- 
conceptions which have prevailed about 
this sentenee, and the difficulties which 
must have sorely perplexed every Editor 
or reader who desired clearness. We 
are told by one Editor that xaxetva ἃ 
περὶ ταῦτ᾽ ἔστι τὰ παθήματα, is to be 
understood as “those things which be- 
long to these faculties, namely to Me- 
mory and the Senses”. But what other 
things besides Memory and the Senses, 
yet belonging to the same, are intended, 
we are not told, nor is it easy to guess. 
Nor is any example given of that most 
extraordinary use of παϑήματα which 
is thus transferred from the affection 
of an organ, or of a power, to the 

, 

χαί, 

organ or power itself. When I re- 
member this, or see that, the remember- 
ing and the seeing produce no doubt 
πάϑηματα of my mind or of my sense 
of vision, but to call Mind a πά- 
ϑημα or Vision a πάθημα is a mon- 
strous abuse of language. Thus the 
second clause of the sentence must be 
so rendered that ἐχεῖνα τὰ παϑδήματα 
may mean ‘those above-mentioned sen- 
sations’ or perceptions, and ἃ περὶ τ. 
ἐστί, which are connected with these 
αἰσϑήσεις. Well, what do these do? 
“They write, as it were, words in our 
minds.” Are these words what we 
should call impressions? If so, it is 
an odd thing that Memory and the 
Senses and the Impressions upon them 
should be said to write impressions 
upon us. But these λόγοι, it will be 
said, are more than the momentary 
impressions, they are the abiding re- 
cords, the subjective facts. If so, let 
us pass on: “and when this affection 
(here the commentators haste to the 
rescue, saying “Do not be alarmed at 
this break-down of the plural; he is 
here speaking of a particular case”, 
and like men obliged to change car- 
riages at the small hours of the night, 
we try to make ourselves comfortable 
in this new singular, and proceed) ‘in- 
scribes true things, the results are true 
λόγοι". That is to say, that true λόγοι 
are—the results of true λόγοι. At last 
we come to ἃ γραμματεὺς who opens 
our eyes. “I am Memory, the Recorder 
(ὁ γραμματεὺς) also called the Writer 
(ὃ γραμματιστής); all that has been 
done above has been done by me. 
When I am quickened by any of the 
senses being moved, I write their ma- 
ϑήματα on your mind; and when these 
παϑήματα which I write are true, then 
my λόγοι are true”. Can there be any 
doubt about a correction which brings 
such light out of all this smoke? 
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ὅταν μὲν ἀληϑῆ γράψῃ [τοῦτο τὸ πάϑημα)], δόξα τ᾽ ἀληϑὴς 
χαὶ λόγοι ax’ αὐτοῦ ξυμβαίνουσιν ἀληϑεῖς ἐν ἡμῖν γιγνόμενοι" 
ψευδῆ δ᾽ ὅταν ὃ τοιοῦτος παρ᾽ ἡμῖν γραμματεὺς γράψῃ, τά- 
γαντία τοῖς ἀληϑέσιν ἀτπιέβη. 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν δοχεῖ μοι, χαὶ ἀποδέχομαι τὰ ῥη- 
ϑέντα οὕτως. 

ΣΩ. ᾿Αποδέχου δὴ καὶ ἕτερον δημιουργὸν ἡμῶν ἐν ταῖς 
ψυχαῖς ἐν τῷ τότε χρόνῳ γιγνόμενον. 

ΠΡΩ. Τίνα; 

ΣΩ, Ζωγράφον, ὃς μετὰ τὸν γραμματιστὴν τῶν λεγομένων 

εἰχόνας ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ Ἱτούτων γράφει. 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς δὴ τοῦτον αὖ χαὶ πότε λέγομεν; 
32. Ὅταν ἀπ᾽ ὄψεως ἢ τινὸς ἄλλης αἰσϑήσεως τὰ τότε 

δοξαζόμενα nai λεγόμεν᾽ ἀτταγαγών τις τὰς τῶν δοξασϑέντων 
nai λεχϑέντων εἰχόνας ἐν αὑτῷ ὁρᾷ πως. ἢ τοῦτ᾽ otx ἔστι 
γιγνόμενον παρ᾽ ἡμῖν; 

TIP2. Σφόδρα μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΧ. Οὐκοῦν αἱ μὲν τῶν ἀληϑῶν δοξῶν χαὶ λόγων εἰχόνες 

ἀληϑεῖς, at δὲ τῶν ψευδῶν ψευδεῖς ; 

ΠΡΩ, Παντάπασιν. 

32. Εἰ δὴ ταῦτ᾽ ὀρϑῶς εἰρήχαμεν, ἔτι καὶ τόδ᾽ ἐπὶ τού: 
τοις σχεψψώμεϑα, -- 

ΠΡΩ. Τὸ ποῖον; 
- - “ω} 

32. Ei περὶ μὲν τῶν ὄντων χαὶ τῶν γεγονότων ταῦϑ' 
ἡμῖν οὕτω τιάσχειν ἀναγχαῖον, περὶ δὲ τῶν μελλόντων ov. 

᾽ ~ ΠΡΩ. Περὶ ἁπάντων μὲν οὖν τῶν χρόνων ὡσαύτως. 
ΣΩ. 

τούτων γράφει] τούτων can have no 
other construction here except as agree- 
ing with λεγομένων, which does not 
want it, and is too far removed from it 
to be taken with it, and not far enough 
to require being repeated in it, or repre- 
sented by it. It is also probable that 
Plato would use a different verb for the 
second artificer; and for these reasons I 
venture to propose in place of τούτων 
γράφει, που ζωγραφεῖ. 

Οὐκοῦν at γε διὰ τ. 4] Two things 
were said of the second εἶδος of Plea- 
sures and Pains, (the mental class), 

Platonis Philebus. 

Οὐχοῦν αἵ ye διὰ τῆς ψυχῆς αὐτῆς ἡδοναὶ χαὶ Aimee Ὁ 

first, that they preceded the others, ὅτι 
προγίγνοιντο, and secondly, that our anti- 
cipation was thus connected with future 
time: ὡς ξυμβαίνοι .. εἶναι γιγνόμε- 
νον. The scribes have turned this into 
προγίγνοιντ᾽ ἄν, and ὥστε ξυμβαίνει. 
Eleven lines above we have had ἔστι 
γιγνόμενον, (not ylyvetat,) something 
that occurs ; and in 42, A, we shall find 
the same usage. So here εἶναι γιγνόμε- 
vey is not a mere periphrasis of ytyve- 
ofa, but εἶναι te τῶν γιγνομένων. 
Another instance which I have seen 
quoted, is nothing to the purpose: 

8 
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ἐλέχϑησαν ἐν τοῖς πιρόσϑεν ὡς πρὸ τῶν διὰ τοῦ σώματος ἧδο- 
γῶν καὶ λυτιῶν προγίγνοιντο, ὡς # ἡμῖν ξυμβαίνοι τὸ τιρο- 
χαίρειν τε χαὶ τὸ προλυπεῖσϑαι περὶ τὸν μέλλοντα χρόνον εἶἷ-- 

γαι γιγνόμενον. 

ΠΡΩ, ᾿“ληϑέστατα. 
ΣΩ. Οὔκουν τὰ γράμματά te καὶ ζωγραφήματα, ἃ σμικρῷ 

σιρότερον ἐτίϑεμεν ἐν ἡμῖν γίγνεσϑαι, περὶ μὲν τὸν γεγονότα 

χαὶ τὸν παρόντα χρόνον ἐστί, περὶ δὲ τὸν μέλλοντα οὐχ ἔστιν. 
ΠΡΩ. Σφόδρα γε. 
ΣΩ, Ἶάρα σφόδρα λέγεις, ὅτι πάντ᾽ ἐστὶ ταῦτ᾽ ἐλπίδες 

εἰς τὸν ἔπειτα χρόνον οὖσαι, ἡμεῖς δ᾽ αὖ διὰ παντὸς τοῦ βίου 
as , > , 

ἀεὶ γέμομεν ἐλπίδων; 

ΠΡΩ, Παντάπασι μὲν οὖν. 
XQ. “Aye δή, πρὸς τοῖς νῦν εἰρημένοις καὶ τόδ᾽ ἀπό-᾿ 

χριναι. 

ΠΡΩ. Τὸ ποῖον; 

ΣΩ. Δίκαιος ἀνὴρ καὶ εὐσεβὴς χαὶ ἀγαθὸς πάντως ae οὐ 
ϑεοφιλής ἐστιν; 

ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 

ΣΩ, Τί δέ; ἄδικός τε χαὶ 

γαγντίον ἐχείνῳ; 
ἹΕΡῸ, “Πῶς δ᾽. 6: 
32. Πολλῶν μὴν ἐλπίδων, 

πος γέμει. 
ΠΡΩ. Τί δ᾽ ov; 

ἄσχημον γοῦν αὐτῶν ἑχάτερον γιγνόμε- 
vév ἐστι: “Hither of these is unsightly, 
when it occurs.” (Above 33, B.) 

Οὔκουν] The Books have Πότερον 
ovy. I make a very bold change, but 
not, as I think, arash one. First, the 
argument requires it: “You admit that 
mental pleasures and pains have to do 
with the future; then surely you cannot 
say that, whereas our records and images 
concern the past and the present, they 
have no relation with the future.” Se- 
condly, Protarchus’ answer Σφόδρα ye 
is a reply not to a question Πότερον, 
but to an assertion. Some Grammarian 
who read Οὐχοῦν = ἐρίδων, and saw that 

’ 4 Se > 
TEAVTATEAOL KAKO ao οὐ του- 

«ς > , »” ~ Ὕ 

ὡς ἐλέγομεν ἄρτι, πᾶς ἄνϑρω- 

it gave the opposite sense to that in- 
tended, bethought of πότερον as the 
nearest suitable word, in point of 
meaning, to that which he supposed to 
require his correction. 

παντάπασι κακός] I am disposed to 
believe that the word παντάπασι has 
been added to xaxd¢ by way of bringing 
it into correspondence with the πάντως 
of the preceding speech of Socrates, 
which the interpolator supposed to be- 
long to ἀγαθός, whereas it is in fact 
intended to colour the whole question, 
and to give it the air of an appeal to 
the conscience or good sense of the per- 
son questioned. 
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SQ. Adyor μήν εἰσιν ἐν ἑχάστοις ἡμῶν, ἃς ἐλπίδας dvo- 
μάζομεν. 

ΠΡΩ. Ναί. 
32. Καὶ δὴ καὶ τὰ φαντάσματ᾽ ἐζωγραφημένα" καί τις 

ὁρᾷ πολλάχις ἑαυτῷ χρυσὸν γιγνόμενον ἄφϑονον χαὶ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ 
γολλὰς ἧδονάς" καὶ δὴ καὶ ἐνεζωγραφημένον αὑτὸν ἐφ᾽ αὑτῷ 
χαίροντα σφόδρα χαϑορᾷ. 

ΠΡΩ. Ti δ᾽ οὔ; Β 

ΣΩ. Τούτων οὖν πότερα φῶμεν τοῖς μὲν ἀγαϑοῖς ὡς τὸ 
πολὺ τὰ γεγραμμένα παρατίϑεσϑαι ἀληϑῆ διὰ τὸ ϑεοφιλεῖς 
εἶναι, τοῖς δὲ χαχοῖς ὡς αὖ τὸ πολὺ τοὐναντίον, ἢ μὴ φῶμεν; 

ΠΡΩ. Καὶ μάλα φατέον. 
ΣΩ, Οὐχοῦν χαὶ τοῖς χαχοῖς ἡδοναί γ᾽ οὐδὲν ἧττον πάρ- 

εἰσιν ἐζωγραφημέναι, ψευδεῖς δ᾽ αὗταί που. 
ΠΡΩ. Ti μήν; 

ΣΩ, ΨΕευδέσιν ἄρ᾽ ἡδοναῖς τὰ πολλὰ οἱ πονηροὶ χαίρου- C 
σιν, οἵ δ᾽ ἀγαϑοὶ τῶν ἀνϑρώτων ἀληϑέσιν. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αναγκαιότατα λέγεις. 
32. Eioi δή, κατὰ τοὺς νῦν λόγους, ψευδεῖς ἐν ταῖς τῶν 

ἀνθρώπων ψυχαῖς ἧδοναί, μεμιμημέναι μέντοι τὰς ἀληϑεῖς ἐπὶ 
τὰ γελοιότερα" καὶ λῦπαι δ᾽ ὡσαύτως. 

ΠΡΩ. Εἰσίν. 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν ἦν δοξάζειν μὲν ὄντως ἀεὶ τῷ τὸ παράπαν 

δοξάζοντι, μὴ ἐπ᾽ οὖσι δὲ μηδ᾽ ἐπὶ γεγονόσι μηδ᾽ ew ἐσομέ- 
γοις ἐνίοτε. 

ΠΡΩ. Tew γε. 
ΣΩ. Καὶ ταῦτά γ᾽ ἦν, οἶμαι, τὰ ἀπεργαζόμενα δόξαν D 

ψευδῆ τότε χαὶ τὸ ψευδῶς δοξάζειν. ἦ γάρ; 
ΠΡΩ. Ναί. 

ἐνεζωγραφημένον] ‘He sees the gold, have thought it more prudent to make 
and the pleasures which depend upon αὐτὸν mean himself, than to change a 
it, and moreover he sees himself, as breathing. 
part of the picture, rejoicing in himself ἐπὶ τὰ γελοιότερα] Conviv. 215, A. 
exceedingly.’ It is strange that any Polit. 293, Ἑ, ἐπὶ ta αἰσχίονα. Horace, 
diffieulty could have been occasioned Lpist. ii. 1, 265. 
by so simple and well-chosen an ex- ficto 
pression. The change of αὐτὸν into In pejus vultu proponi cereus. 
αὑτὸν is indispensable; but, the Editors 

5 * 
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XQ. Ti οὖν; οὐχ ἀνταποδοτέον ταῖς λύτιαις τε χαὶ ἧδο- 

vaig τὴν Ἱτούτων ἀντίστροφον ἕξιν ἐν ἐχείνοις; : 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς; 
ΣΩ. 

ς x Η , » δ, τῷ ~ \ , 
Ὡς ἣν μὲν χαίρειν ὄντως ἀεὶ τῷ τὸ παράτιαν ὅπωσ- 

οὖν χαὶ εἰχῇ χαίροντι, μὴ μέντοι eri τοῖς οὖσι μηδ᾽ ἐπὶ τοῖς 
γεγονόσιν ἐνίοτε, στολλάχις δὲ . ἢ; , » A ~ 

χαὶ ἴσως πλειστάχις esi τοῖς 

μηδὲ μέλλουσί ποτε γενήσεσϑαι. 
ΠΡΩ. Καὶ ταῦϑ᾽ οὕτως ἀναγχαῖον, ὦ Σώκρατες, ἔχειν. 
ΣΩ, Οὐχοῦν ὃ αὐτὸς λόγος ἂν εἴη περὶ φόβων τε καὶ 

ϑυμῶν χαὶ πάντων τῶν τοιούτων, ὡς ἔστι χαὶ ψευδῆ στάντα 
τὰ τοιαῦτ᾽ ἐνίοτε; 

ν ἡ ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ. Τί δέ; πονηρὰς δόξας [χαὶ χρησεὰς} ἄλλως [}) ψευ- 

δεῖς] γιγνομένας ἔχομεν εἰσεεῖν; 
ΠΡΩ,. Οὐχ ἄλλως. 

32. Οὐδ᾽ ἧδονάς γ᾽, οἶμαι, κατανοοῦμεν ὡς ἄλλον τινὰ 
, >, ‘ ‘ - - =i 

41 τρόπον εἰσὶ πονηραὶ τελὴν τῷ ψευδεῖς εἶναι. 

ΠΡΩ. 

τὴν τούτων ἀντίστροφον ἕξιν] If all 
that precedes is genuine, I fear that it 
is a waste of ingenuity to endeavour 
to explain τούτων. The ἕξις (namely 
that a thing may be real, and yet rest 
on false grounds,) has been shewn to 
be ἐν ἐχεῖνοις, that is in δόξα and τὸ 
δοξάζειν: and we are invited to attri- 
bute an analogous ἕξις to pleasures and 
pains; but if so, until this is granted 
and done, it is surely premature to 
talk of τὴν τούτων ἕξιν. The ἕξις 
also which we grant to these must be 
ἀντίστροφος to another, which is in 
those. This would lead us to read ἀντ. 
ἕξιν τῇ ἐν ἐχείνοις; but as to τούτων, 
it is difficult to see what can be done 
with it, except to leave it out altogether. 
But what if we could reverse the di- 
rection of the pronouns, and by tov- 
τῶν understand the notions and beliefs, 
and by ἐχείνοις pleasures and pains? 
To do this we must remove ταῖς λύ- 
Tats τε χαὶ ἡδοναῖς, an and frame the 
sentence thus: οὐχ ἀνταποδοτέον τὴν 
τούτων ἕξιν ἀντίστροφον ἐχείνοις; For 
those who think this remedy too bold 
I can offer no other. 

~ 5 3 Πᾶν μὲν οὖν τοὐναντίον, ὦ “Σώχρατες, εἴρηχας. 

Τί δέ; πονηράς] Nothing is plainer 
than this sentence when we leave out 
the interpolations. xat χρηστὰς is evi- 
dently out of place; and a little at- 
tention to γιγνομένας shews that ἢ 
Ψευδεῖς is no better. The complete 
sentence would be ἔχομεν εἰπεῖν πονη- 
ρὰς δόξας ἄλλως γιγνομένας (πονηρὰς 
ἢ τῷ ψευδεῖς εἶναι) ; 
Πᾶν μὲν οὖν τοὐναντίον] The MSS. 

and Edd. haveall Πάνυ μὲν οὖν tovvay- 
tov, which is not Greek. As μὲν οὖν, 
like immo, is used when one tmproves 
upon another’s assertion, and this may 
be done either by adding to it, or by 
completely changing it, it denotes either 
assent or contradiction, according to the 
words Which accompany it. Thus πάνυ 
μὲν οὖν implies that the answerer does 
not think the first speaker positive 
enough; it amounts, therefore, to a 
strong t. But an t is out of 
the question in this passage; so that 
nothing would remain but to join πάνυ 
with τοὐναντίον, which would be as ab- 
surd in Greek as to say that one thing 
is very opposite to another would be in 
English. 
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σχεδὸν yao τῷ ψευδεῖ μὲν οὐ σπτάνυ πονηρὰς ἂν τις λύπας τε 
zai ἡδονὰς Sein, μεγάλῃ δ᾽ ἄλλῃ καὶ πολλῇ συμτιιπττούσας 
σονηρίᾳ. 

ΣΩ. Τὰς μὲν τοίνυν πονηρὰς Hooves καὶ διὰ πονηρίαν 
ΒῊ ΄ ror Ὁ 

οὔσας τοιαύτας ολίγον ὕστερον 

δὲ ψευδεῖς κατ᾽ ἄλλον τρόπον 

> ~ ὟΝ »” ~ ~ ‘ 

ἐροῦμεν, av ἔτι δοχῇ νῷν" τὰς 
ἐν ἥμῖν πολλὰς καὶ πολλάχις 

ἐνούσας ve καὶ ἐγγιγνομένας λεχτέον. τούτῳ γὰρ ἴσως χρησό- 
peda πρὸς τὰς χρίσεις. 

IIPQ. Πῶς γὰρ οὔκ; εἴπερ γ᾽ εἰσίν. 
ΣΩ. ᾿,.1λλ, ὦ Πρώταρχε, εἰσὶ κατά γὲ τὴν ἐμήν. τοῦτο δὲ 

τὸ δόγμα, ἕως ἂν χέηται παρ᾽ 
ποὺ γίγνεσϑαι. 

ΠΡΩ. Καλῶς. 

ἡμῖν, ἀδύνατον avéheyztov δή- 

SQ. Προσιστώμεϑα δὴ χαϑάπερ ἀϑλητὰὶ πιρὸς τοῦτον αὖ 
τὸν λόγον. 

ΠΡΏ. ᾿Ἴωμεν. 
ΣΩ. ᾿Αλλὰ μὴν εἴπομεν, elmeg μεμνήμεϑα, [ὀλίγον) ἐν 

τοῖς" τερόσϑεν, ὡς, ὅταν αἵ λεγόμεναι ἐπιϑυμίαι ἐν ἡμῖν. ὦσι, 
δίχα ἄρα τότε τὸ σῶμα χαὶ χωρὶς τῆς ψυχῆς τοῖς παϑήμασι, 

διείλησιται. 
TIP2. Πεμνήμεϑα, καὶ προερρήϑη ταῦτα. 
ΣΩ, Οὐχοῦν τὸ μὲν ἐπιϑυμοῦν ἦν ἣ ψυχὴ τῶν τοῦ σώμα- 

τὸς ἐναντίων ἕξεων ἢ τότε, τὴν δ᾽ ἀλγηδόνα ἢ τινα διὰ πάϑος 
ἡδονὴν τὸ σῶμα ἦν τὸ παρεχόμενον. 

τῷ ψευδεῖ] I have altered τῷ ψεύδει 
into τῷ Ψευδεῖ. He is speaking of the 
abstract quality, not of some particu- 
lar lie. 

τοῦτο δὲ rd δόγμα] It is necessary 
to caution the reader against Stallbaum’s 
translation of this passage. He explains 
τὸ δόγμα as the belief that no pleasures 
are false; ἕως ἂν xénta is consequently 
made to mean 80 long as it continues. 
To such a remark as is thus attributed 
to Socrates, Protarchus, who was main- 
taining the opposite side, would scarcely 
have answered Καλῶς. But τοῦτο τὸ 
δόγμα (not ἐχεῖνο) obviously refers to 
the preceding εἰσὶ xaté ye τὴν ἐμήν, 
and means the belief that pleasures may 
be false or true. This is made certain 
by nap’ ἡμῖν, and no less by χέηται; 

for rap’ ἡμῖν must apply to both So- 
crates and Protarchus, and χεῖσθαι, 
which is the passive of ϑεῖναι, is a 
word of unequivocal foree, whether ap- 
plied to a law or a proposition. The 
sense of the passage thus becomes plain: 
But until this judgment (of mine) is 
approved and established in us both, it 
is impossible for it to escape (or become 
exempt from) examination. I have en- 
deavoured to give the force of the word 
γίγνεσθαι, which, as will be seen, sig- 
nifies a great deal more than εἶναι. 

ἕξεων ἢ τότε] ἕξεων, τὸ δὲ τὴν ay. 
is the reading of the received text. The 
Bodl. has however τοὺς for τὸ δέ, that 
is, the copyist had before him TOTE 
and read it as TOYC. On this is founded 
the emendation EREQNHTOTE. The 

B 



ΠΡΩ. Ἦν γὰρ οὖν. 
XQ. 

ΠΡΩ. 

ΣΟ, 

Aye. 

NAATQNOS ΦΙΛΉΒΟΣ. 

Συλλογίζου δὴ τὸ γιγνόμενον ἐν τούτοις. 

- , c , z = ce ~ 

ὙΠ ίγνεται τοίνυν, omoray ἢ ταῦτα, ἅμα παραχεῖσϑαι 

λύπας te χαὶ ἧδονάς, καὶ τούτων αἰσϑήσεις ἅμα wag ἀλλή- 
λας ἐναντίων οὐσῶν γίγνεσθαι, ὃ καὶ viv δὴ ἐφάνη. 

ΠΡΩ. Φαίνεται γοῦν. 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν καὶ τόδ᾽ εἴρηται καὶ συνωμολογημένον ἡμῖν 

ἔμπροσϑε κεῖται, --- 
ΠΡΩ. Τὸ ποῖον; 

XQ. ‘Qo τὸ μᾶλλόν τε χαὶ ἧττον ἄμφω τούτω δέχεσϑον, 
, , ¢ , yo Ὁ Θ᾽ Ψ ” λύπη τε χαὶ ἡδονή, [καὶ] ore τῶν ἀπείρων εἴτην; 
ΠΡΩ. Εἴρηται" τί μήν; 
ΣΩ. 

necessary conjunction A’ was probably 
lost from its resemblance to the suc- 
ceeding A, as H was from its likeness 
to N. The continual confusion of AH 
and AN in MSS., illustrates both these 
phenomena. 

twa διὰ πάθος ἡδονήν] The best 
MSS. have πλῆϑος for πάϑος, an error 
which arose from a confusion of A and 
A. But though the sentence is thus rid 
of a second difficulty, another still lies 
in the sense. Plato is speaking of that 
condition in which the mind desires the 
opposite to what the body feels; so that 
the addition of ἡδονὴν makes the mind 
to desire pain. Many ways might be 
proposed to remove this difficulty, but 
the question is not what Plato might 
have written, but what he wrote, and the 
ways are too numerous to allow us to 
fix upon the very one. The sense would 
be secured by τὴν δ᾽ ἀλγηδόνα τὴν διὰ 
TI Tasos ἤδη ἐνὸν x. τ᾿ ξ. The mean- 
ing of διὰ πάϑος appears to be, through 
actual impression, as opposed to the 
pleasure of expectation. 

Γίγνεται) is not this an error occa- 
sioned by the reminiscence of the fore- 
going γιγνόμενον ὃ If we read Φαίνεται, 
we shall get rid of the clumsy γίγνεται 
γίγνεσθαι, and we shall have a better 
correspondence to ἐφάνη, and to, Pro- 
tarchus’ Φαίνεται γοῦν. 

εἴτην] The construction is εἴρηται 

{τίς οὖν μηχανὴ ταῦτ᾽ ὀρϑῶς χρίνεσϑαι; μηχᾶνῃ Ὁ Q ; 

ὡς δέχεσθον, ὅτι eltny,—where ὡς in- 
troduces the fact, and ὅτι the reason 
of it. This gets rid of the causeless 
departure from the ordinary rules of 
construction, in defence of which I 
formerly quoted Phedo 95, p. But 
there also the text is not trustworthy. 
χαὶ ταλαιπωρουμένη te δὴ x τ. ἕ. 
has already excited the suspicion of 
Heindorf, though I do not assent to 
his mode of correcting it. By striking 
out ἀποφαίνειν and by changing χαὶ 
into “He we clear away the two only 
difficulties. Then ἡ would take ζῴη 
and ἀπολλύοιτο for the same reason 
that ote takes εἴτην. 

Τίς ow μηχανή] The Zurich editors 
have adopted Stallbaum’s reading, Τὶς 
οὖν: but if Plato had wanted to use 
the enclitic, he would have written ἔστι 
τις, or have placed the enclitic any- 
where rather than at the beginning of 
the sentence. A better correction would 
have been, Τί οὖν; μηχανὴ ταῦτ᾽ ὁρ- 
ϑῶς χρίνεσϑαι; There is ἃ want of 
adjustment in the different parts of the 
dialogue. For the question here asked 
is not more fully explained afterwards, 
and εἰ is no answer to Iq or to Bek- 
ker’s conjectural [lote. It is not im- 
probable that something has fallen out, 
perhaps to the following effect. Τί οὖν; 
μηχαγὴ ταῦτ᾽ ὀρϑῶς χρίνεσθαι; (τῇδε 
δὲ σκεψάμενος πείρω ἀποχρίνεσθαι.) 



ΠΛΑΤΏΝΟΣ ΦΙΛΗΒΟΣ. 

ΠΡΩ. Tl, δὴ καὶ πῶς; 

{1 

ΣΩ, Ei τόδε τὸ Bovdnw ἡμῖν τῆς κρίσεως τούτων" ἐν 
τοιούτοις τισὶ διαγνῶναι [βούλεται] ἑχάστοτε, tig τούτων τιρὸς 
ἀλλήλας μείζων nai τις ἐλάττων χαὶ τίς μᾶλλον [καὶ τίς σφο- 
δροτέρα], λύπη ve πιρὸς ἡδονὴν καὶ λύχτη dg λύπην χαὶ ἡδονὴ 
χερὸς ἡδονήν. 

ΠΡΩ. (AMR ἔστι ταῦτά τε τοιαῦτα xai ἣ βούλησις τῆς 
, Ὁ 

χρισέεὼς αὑτῇ. 

ΣΩ. Τί οὖν; ἐν μὲν ὕψει τὸ πόρρωϑεν χαὶ ἐγγύϑεν δρᾶν 
τὰ μεγέϑη τὴν ἀλήϑειαν ἀφανίζει καὶ ψευδῆ σ“τοιεῖ δοξάζειν, 42 
ἐν λίπαις δ᾽ ἄρα xai ἧδοναϊῖς οὐχ ἔστι ταὐτὸν τοῦτο γιγνό- 
μενον; 

ΠΡΩ. Πολὺ μὲν οὖν μᾶλλον, ὦ Σώχρατες. 
ΣΩ, Ἐναντίον δὴ τὸ νῦν τῷ σμιχρὸν ἔμπιροσϑε γέγονεν. 
ΠΡΩ. Τὸ ποῖον λέγεις; 

ΣΩ. Tore μὲν αἱ δόξαι ψευδεῖς τε χαὶ ἀληϑεῖς αὐταὶ γι-- 
γνόμεναι τὰς λύπας τε καὶ ἡδονὰς ἅμα τοῦ παρ᾽ αὑταῖς πα- 

ϑήματος ἀνεπίμπλασαν. 
ΠΡΩ, ᾿“ληϑέστατα. 

Et τόδε τὸ βούλημα] I have changed 
the reading and punctuation. τούτων ἐν 
τοιούτοις τισὶ is certainly not elegant, 
but by explaining τούτων to be the 
pleasures and pains and ἐν τοιούτοις 
τισὶ to be on such occasions, some of 
us may be brought to tolerate it. But 
τὸ βούλημα τῆς χρίσεως διαγνῶναι βού- 
λεται brings its own condemnation with &c 
it. It may be said that there is no im- 
propriety in the expression—“The will 
wills”. But τὸ βούλημα is not the will, 
but a particular wish, and τὸ 8. τῆς 
χρίσεως is the wish to judge. In the 
Laws 863, B, Plato declares Pleasure 
πράττειν ὅ τι περ ἂν αὐτῆς ἡ βούλη- 
σις ἐθελήσῃ ; but this expression though 
unusual was inevitable; for Pleasure 
cannot desire, and if he had said ἐπι- 
Supta, he would have been obliged to 
forego the main ground of opposition 
to ϑυμός, πειϑοῖ μετ᾽ ἀπάτης. In that 
passage I will take this opportunity of 
remarking that βιάζεσθαι written com- 
pendiously has been miscopied βιαίου. 
But how can the wish to judge judge? 

—and if it cannot judge, how can it 
wish to judge? My correction is fully 
borne out by Protarchus’ answer — 4 
βούλησις τῆς χρίσεως αὕτη. By leav- 
ing out xal τις σφοδροτέρα, the difficulty 
which beset τίς μᾶλλον disappears. Com- 
pare above 37, p, σφόδρα ξχάτεραι, 
which answers exactly to μᾶλλον λύπη 

*Evoyrlov] This is perhaps the most 
beautiful of all the remarks in this ad- 
mirable disquisition on pleasure. For- 
merly it had been agreed that notions, 
as they happened to be true or false, 
occasioned a corresponding difference 
in the pleasures and pains depending on 
them; but now it has been shown that 
pleasures and pains, by their compara- 
tive distance in time, and by their mutual 
contrast, produce false notions about 
themselves. 

ἀνεπίμπλασαν] Observe the imper- 
fect: Were found to communicate their 
quality (of truth or falsehood) to the 
pains and pleasures. 
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22. Niv δέ γ᾽ αὐταὶ διὰ τὸ πόρρωθέν τε χαὶ ἐγγύϑεν 

ἑχάστοτε μεταβαλλόμεναι ϑεωρεῖσϑαι, καὶ ἅμα τιϑέμεναι wag 
> , c A c 4 ‘ ‘ ‘ , , 

ἀλλήλας, at μὲν HOovat “ταρὰ τὸ λυπηρὸν μείζους φαίνονται 

καὶ σφοδρότεραι, λῦπαι δ᾽ αὖ διὰ τὸ wag’ ἡδονὰς τοὐναντίον 

ἐχείναις. 

ΠΡΩ. 2Avdyun γίγνεσθαι τὰ τοιαῦτα διὰ ταῦτα. 

ΣΩ, Οὐχοῦν, ὅσῳ μείζους τῶν οὐσῶν ἑχάτεραι χαὶ ἐλάτ- 

τοὺς φαίνονται, τοῦτ᾽ ἀποτεμόμενος ἑχατέρων τὸ φαινόμενον 
> 2 > 2 ww)? Dig dD ~ , >» - Io? 3 ‘ 

C adh οὐχ Ov, οὔτ᾽ αὐτὸ ὀρϑῶς φαινόμενον ἐρεῖς, οὐδ᾽ αὖ ποτὲ 

τὸ ἐπὶ τούτῳ μέρος τῆς ἡδονῆς καὶ λύπης γιγνόμενον ὀρϑόν τὲ 
ἈΝ os , ΄ 

καὶ ἀληϑὲς τολμήσεις λέγειν. 

ΠΡΩ. Ov γὰρ οὖν. 
32. Τούτων τοίνυν ἑξῆς ὀψόμεϑα, ἐὰν τῇδ᾽ ἀπαντῶμεν, 

ἡδονὰς χαὶ λύπας ψευδεῖς ἔτι μᾶλλον ἢ ταύτας φαιγομένας τε 

χαὶ οὔσας ἐν τοῖς ζώοις. 

ΠΡΩ. Ποίας δὴ χαὶ πῶς λέγεις; 

ΣΩ, Elonrai που πολλάχις ὅτι, τῆς φύσεως ἑχάστων δια- 

D φϑειρομένης μὲν συγχρίσεσι καὶ διαχρίσεσι καὶ τεληρώσεσι χαὶ 

χεγύσεσι χαί τισιν αὔξαις χαὶ φϑίσεσι, dial ve καὶ ἀλγηδόνες 
‘ > , ν᾿ , c , ~ > > , 2 PLA , 

καὶ οδύναι HAL πάντα, ὑπιόσα τοιαῦτ ονόματ᾽ ἔχει, ξυμβαίνει 

γιγνόμενα. 
ΠΡΩ, Ναί, ταῦτ᾽ εἴρηται πολλάκις. 
ΣΩ. Eig δέ ye τὴν αὑτῶν φύσιν ὅταν καϑιστῆται, ταύτην 

» ‘ , c ‘ > , » Ws ̓  ~ > τὰ 

αὖ τὴν χατάστασιν ἥδονὴν ἀπεδεξάμεϑα mag ἡμῶν αὐτῶν. 
TIPO. Ὀρϑῶς. 
ΣΩ. Ti δέ, ὅταν περὶ τὸ σῶμα μηδὲν τούτων γιγνόμενον 

ἡμῶν ἦ; 
~ ᾽ 

ΠΡΩ. Πότε δὲ τοῦτ᾽ ἂν γένοιτο, ὦ prety 
E ΣΩ. Οὐδὲν πρὸς λόγον ἐστίν, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ὃ σὺ νῦν ἤρου, 

τὸ ἐρώτημα. 

ΠΡΩ. Τί δή; 

SQ. Διότι τὴν ἐμὴν ἐρώτησιν οὐ χωλύει ἐμὲ διερέσϑαι 

σὲ πάλιν. 

Οὐκοῦν, ὅσῳ] That much then, by that the appearance itself is a vight ap- 
which either appears greater than it really pearance, nor will you venture to call 
is, that apparent and unreal quantity, that part of the pleasure or the pain 
you will cut off, and you will neither say which is founded upon it, right and true. 
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TTP2. Ποίαν; 
35 32. Εἰ δ᾽ οὖν μὴ γίγνοιτο, ὦ Πρώταρχε, φήσω, τὸ τοι- 

οὔτον, τί ποτ᾽ ἀναγχαῖον ἐξ αὐτοῦ συμβαίνειν. ἡμῖν; 
‘ , ~ , » ΨΌΝ - , a 

ITP2. Mi) κινουμένου τοῦ σώματος ep exctega. φῃς; 

32. Οὕτως. 

ΠΡΩ. μέ δὴ τοῦτό γ᾽ ̓ ὦ Σώκρατες, ὡς ot? ἡδονὴ 

γίγνοιτ᾽ ἂν ἐν τῷ τοιούτῳ nov οὔτ᾽ ἄν τις λύπη. 
ΣΩ, Καάλλιστ᾽ εἶπες. ἀλλὰ γάρ, οἶμαι, τόδε λέγεις, ὡς 48 

ἀεί τι τούτων ἀναγχαῖον ἡμῖν ξυμβαίνειν, ὡς οἱ σοφοί φασιν" 

ἀεὶ γὰρ ἅπαντ᾽ ἄνω τε χαὶ χάτω ῥεῖ. 
ΠΡΩ. Aéyovor γὰρ οὖν, καὶ δοκοῦσί γ᾽ οὐ φαύλως λέγειν. 
32. Πῶς γὰρ ἄν, μὴ φαῦλοί γ᾽ ὄντες; ἀλλὰ γὰρ ὕπεκ- 

- ~ - > στῆναι τὸν λόγον ἐπιφερόμενον τοῦτον βούλομαι. τῇδ᾽ οὖν δια- 
γοοῦμαι φεύγειν, καὶ σύ μοι ξύμφευγε. 

, ω 

ΠΡΩ. Aéye ὅπῃ. 
- - ‘ , oa ΡΒ » ‘ , ΣΩ. Ταῦτα μὲν τοίνυν οὕτως ἔστω, φῶμεν πρὸς τούτους. 

σὺ δ᾽ ἀπόκριναι" στότερον ἀεὶ meta, ὁπόσα πάσχει τι τῶν Β 
> , a. een . , + st ἢ > , ἐμψύχων, ταῦτ᾽ αἰσϑάνεται τὸ πάσχον, καὶ οὔτ᾽ αὐξανόμενοι 
λανϑάνομεν ἡμᾶς αὐτοὺς οὔτε τι τῶν τοιούτων οὐδὲν “τάσχον- 

δὴ Ὁ > , dor . , - , sg? 
τες, ἢ πᾶν τουναντίον; Ohiyov γὰρ τὰ γε τοιαῦτα λέληϑε wavd 
c ~ ἡμᾶς. 

ΠΡΩ. “Ἅπαν δήπου τοὐναντίον. 
32. Ob τοίνυν χαλῶς ἡμῖν εἴρηται τὸ νῦν δὴ δηϑέν, ὡς 

« ᾿" , sw / , Δι 

αἱ μεταβολαὶ κάτω τε καὶ ἄνω γιγνόμεναι λύπας τε καὶ ἣδο- 

νὰς ἀπεργάζονται. 
ΠΡῷ. Ti μήν; 

ΣΩ. ὯὩδ᾽ ἔσται χάλλιον nai ἀνεπιληϊυτότερον τὸ λεγό- C 
μενον. 

TIP. Πῶς; 

ἀεὶ γὰρ ἅπαντα] The passages in 
Plato, from which we may learn a full 
account of this doctrine of Heraclitus, 
are Theetet.179—80, Sophist. 249—50, 
and Cratyl. 402. It is here alluded to, 
because at first sight it would appear 
to exelude the possibility of that state 
of indifference to pleasure and pain from 
which Socrates is about to show another 
instance of a false pleasure, namely, 

where relief from pain (which is indif- 
ference) is thought and spoken of as 
positive pleasure. 

ὑπεκστῆναι] Soph. Ajaz, 82. φρο- 
γοῦντα γάρ νιν οὐχ ἂν ἐξέστην ὄχνῳ. 

Τί μήν] This generally amounts to 
nothing more than an assent; but as 
its original meaning is What else? it is 
perfectly suitable here. 
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SQ. “Ὡς αἱ μὲν μεγάλαι μεταβολαὶ λύπας τε χαὶ ἡδονὰς 
ποιοῦσιν ἡμῖν, at δ᾽ αὖ μέτριαί τὲ καὶ σμιχραὶ τὸ παράπαν 
Ios , οὐδέτερα τούτων. 
ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑότερον οὕτως ἢ ̓χείνως, 

Οὐχοῦν εἰ ταῦϑ᾽ οὕτω, madly 2. 
c 

ἥκοι. 

ΠΡΩ,. 

w 

ἂν 

Ποῖος; 

Σώχρατες. 
ΕΥ ὦ 
ὃ νῦν δὴ ῥηθεὶς βίος 

ΣΩ. Ὃν ἄλυπόν τε καὶ ἄνευ χαρμονῶν ἔφαμεν εἶναι. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿,1ληϑέστατα λέγεις. 

ΣΩ. Ἐκ δὴ τούτων τιϑῶμεν τριττοὺς ἡμῖν βίους, ἕνα μὲν 
D ἡδύν, τὸν δ᾽ αὖ λυπηρόν, τὸν δ᾽ ἕνα μηδέτερα. ἢ wg ἂν φαίης 

σὺ περὶ τούτων; 

TIP2. Οὐκ ἄλλως ἔγωγ᾽ ἢ ταύτῃ, τρεῖς εἶναι τοὺς βίους. 
ΣΩ. 

χαίρειν. 

TPQ. Πῶς γὰρ ἂν; 

> ~ 3 wn Bla Ν ‘ ~ , δῖ - 

Οὐχοῦν οὐχ ἂν εἴη τὸ μὴ λυπεῖσϑαί more ταὐτὸν τῷ 

zt 22. Ὁπόταν οὖν ἀκούσης ὡς ἥδιστον πάντων ἐστὶν ἀλύ- 
στως διατελεῖν τὸν βίον ἅπαντα, τί τόϑ᾽ ὑπολαμβάνεις λέγειν 

τὸν τοιοῦτον; 
= - ΠΡΩ, Ἡδὺ λέγειν φαίνεται ἔμοιγ᾽ οὗτος τὸ μὴ λυπεεῖσϑαι. 

ΣΩ, Τριῶν οὖν ὄντων ἡμῖν, ὧντινων βούλει, τίϑει, καλ- 
E λίοσιν ἵν᾽ 

τρίτον δὲ μηδέτερα τούτων. 
TPQ. Κεῖται. 

22. 

vout ἄν, χρυσὸς ἢ ἄργυρος; 
ΠΡΏ. Καὶ πῶς ἂν; 

ΣΩ, 

ὧντινων βούλει] He is not speaking 
of the three lives in particular, but sup- 
poses any three things, to two of which 
names have been given, but the third 
is merely known as not either. The 
question then is, can it become either? 
See the next note. 

γενόμενος] Commonly λεγόμενος. But 
when we consider how awkwardly this 
word is placed, and then look to the 
preceding γένοιτ᾽ dy, it seems scarcely 

2. » , « \ ‘ , BY >” 
OVOMaOL χρώμεϑα, TO μὲν χρυσόν, TO δ᾽ ἄργυρον, 

Τὸ δὲ μηδέτερα τούτων to ἡμῖν ὅπως ϑάτερα γέ- 

Οὐδ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ὃ μέσος βίος ἡδὺς ἢ λυπηρὸς γενόμενος 

possible to doubt that this is one of 
the many instances where λεγόμενος 
has usurped the place of γενόμενος. It 
would be childish to say ὁ μέσος βίος 
is not, and cannot be rightly thought 
to be, that from which it has been 
formally distinguished; but it is ne- 
cessary for the argument to show that 
the circumstance of its coming imme- 
diately after pain cannot alter its na- 
ture, and make it become pleasure. 



ΠΛΑΤΏΝΟΣ ΦΙΛΉΒΟΣ. τὸ 

ὀρϑῶς ἄν ποτε, οὔτ᾽ εἰ δοξάζοι τις, δοξάζοιτο, οὔτ᾽ εἰ λέγοι, 

λεχϑείη, χατά γε τὸν ὀρϑὸν λόγον. 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ ἄν; 
σχῶ υλλὰνμήνυ, ᾧο σαν, 

ζόντων αἰσϑανόμεϑα. 
ΠΡΩ, Καὶ μάλα. 
ΣΩ. Πότερον οὖν καὶ χαίρειν οἴονται τότε, ὅταν μὴ λυ- 

σεῶνται; 

ΠΡΩ, Φασὶ γοῦν, 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν οἴονται τότε χαίρειν" οὐ γὰρ ἂν ἔλεγόν που. 
ΠΡΩ. ΚΚινδυνεύει. 

XQ. Ψευδῆ γε μὴν δοξάζουσι περὶ τοῦ χαίρειν, εἴπερ χω- 

gig [τοῦ μὴ λυπεῖσϑαι καὶ τοῦ χαίρει») ἣ φύσις ἑχατέρου. 
ΠΡΩ. Καὶ μὴν χωρίς γ᾽ ἦν. 
ΣΩ. Πότερον οὖν αἱρώμεϑα παρ᾽ ἡμῖν ταῦτ᾽ εἶναι, χαϑά- 

περ ἄρτι, τρία, ἢ δύο μόνα, λύπην μὲν χαχὸν τοῖς ἀνθρώποις, 
τὴν δ᾽ ἀπαλλαγὴν τῶν λυπῶν, αὐτὸ τοῦτ᾽ ἀγαϑὸν by, ἡδὺ προσ- 
αγορεύεσϑαι; 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς δὴ νῦν τοῦτο, ὦ Σώχρατες, ἐρωτώμεϑα ὑφ᾽ 
ἡμῶν αὐτῶν; οὐ γὰρ μανϑάνω. 

ΣΩ. Ὄντως γὰρ τοὺς πολεμίους Φιλήβου τοῦδε, ὦ Πρώ- 
ταρχε, ov μανϑάνεις. 

ΠΡΩ. Aéyeasg δ᾽ αὐτοὺς τίνας; 

ΣΩ, Καὶ μάλα δεινοὺς λεγομένους τὰ περὶ φύσιν, 
παράπαν ἡδονὰς οὔ φασιν εἶναι. 

ΠΡΩ. Ti μήν; 

ΣΩ. Avndy ταύτας εἶναι τιάσας ἀποφυγάς, ἃς νῦν οἱ σιερὲ 
Φίληβον ἡδονὰς ἐπονομάζουσιν. 

λεγόντων γε ταῦτα χαὶ δοξα- 

a ‘ 

ol tO 

εἴπερ Χωρίς] See Appendix, 
Πότερον οὖν αἱρώμεθα)] One alter- 

native having been disposed of, the other 
is taken up: “If freedom from pain is 
not pleasure, is there such a thing as 
absolute pleasure?” And thus is intro- 
duced another question: ‘Is pleasure 
possible without pain?” I have added, 

τοὺς πολεμίους] This is generally un- 
derstood of Antisthenes. The deserip- 
tion applies very well to what we learn 
of him from Diogenes Laertius. οὐ 
τέχνῃ reminds one of the many sneers 
against the Platonic Ideas which are 
attributed to hima. and his friends. 4 

ithout meanness but harsh, sae 

in the Appendix, a translation of a pas- 
sage from Kant’s Anthropologie, which 
may perhaps interest some readers. 

is also in keeping with his character 
though not with Plato’s general appre- 
ciation of the Cynics. 

44 

B 

σ 
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ΠΡΩ, Τούτοις οὖν ἡμᾶς ττότερα πείϑεσϑαι ξυμβουλεύεις, 
n ~ Tw, 
ἢ πῶς, ὦ Σώχρατες; 

ΣΩ. Οὔκ, ἀλλ ὥσπερ μάντεσι προσχρῆσϑαί τισι, μαν-- 
, > , > , , , > > ~ 

τευομένοις ov τέχνῃ ἀλλά vim δυσχερείᾳ φύσεως οὐχ ἀγεννοῦς 

λίαν μεμισηχότων τὴν τῆς ἡδονῆς δύναμιν χαὶ νενομιχότων ov- 
δὲν ὑγιές, ὥστε xal αὐτὸ τοῦτ᾽ αὐτῆς τὸ ἐπαγωγόν, γοήτευμα, 

> ς U ef , ‘ 5 -- In “ 

D οὐχ ἡδονήν, εἶναι. τούτοις μὲν οὖν ταῦτ᾽ ἂν προσχρήσαιο, σχε- 
, »” ‘ 5 > > ~ 

ψάμενος ete χαὶ τἄλλ᾽ αὐτῶν δυσχεράσματα᾽ μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα, 
ai γέ μοι δοχοῦσιν ἧδοναὶ ἀληϑεῖς εἶναι͵, wevoer, ἵν᾽ ἐξ ἀμ- 
φοῖν τοῖν λόγοιν σχεϊμάμενοι τὴν δύναμιν αὐτῆς παραϑώμεϑα 
πρὸς τὴν κρίσιν. : 

ΠΡΩ, ᾿Ὀρϑῶς λέγεις. 

ΣΩ. Ἰεταδιώχωμεν δὴ τούτους ὥσττερ ξυμμάχους, κατὰ 
τὸ τῆς δυσχερείας αὐτῶν ἴχνος. οἶμαι γὰρ τοιόνδε τι λέγειν 
αὐτούς, ἀρχομένους ποϑὲν ἄνωϑεν, ὡς, εἰ βουληϑεῖμεν ὁτουοῦν 

E εἴδους τὴν φύσιν ἰδεῖν, οἷον τὴν τοῦ σχληροῦ, πότερον εἰς τὰ 
, > > , co w ~ , nw 

σχληρότατ᾽ ἀττοβλέποντες οὕτως ἂν μᾶλλον συννοήσαιμεν ἢ 
‘ ‘ A / 

πρὸς τὰ στολλοστὰ σχληρότητι; δεῖ δή σε, ὦ Πρώταρχε, καϑά- 
meg ἐμοί, καὶ τούτοις τοῖς δυσχεραίνουσιν. ἀποχρίνεσϑαι. 

᾽ - ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν, καὶ λέγω γ᾽ αὐτοῖς ὅτι πρὸς τὰ 
πρῶτα μεγέϑει. 

ΣΩ. Οὐκοῦν εἰ χαὶ τὸ τῆς ἡδονῆς γένος ἰδεῖν ἥντινα, sow’ 
ἔχει φύσιν βουληϑεῖμεν, οὐκ εἰς τὰς σπειολλοστὰς ἡδονὰς ἄπο- 

, > > > ‘ > , ‘ , ᾿ , 
45 Blentéoy ἀλλ᾽ εἰς τὰς ἀχροτάτας xai σφοδροτάτας λεγομένας. 

ΠΡΩ, Πᾶς ἄν σοι ταύτῃ συγχωροίη τὰ νῦν. 
32. 2AM οὖν αἵ πρόχειροί γε, [αἵπερ χαὶ μέγισται τῶν QOZXELO ᾽ 

ς ~ a , , c ‘ \ ~ , > r 
ἡδονῶν, 0 λέγομεν πολλάκις, αἱ περὶ τὸ σῶμα εἰσιν αὗται. 

μεμισηκότων] This is not a capricious 
change from the dative to the genitive, 
nor is to be taken absolutely, for then 
αὐτῶν would have been necessary; but 
it is in construction with δυσχερείᾳ 
φύσεως--- With the severity of men who 
have too much hated, &c. 

. ὥστε καὶ αὐτὸ τοῦτ᾽ αὐτῆς] So that 
this very attractiveness of it is a trick 

noun from which the verb comes is 
already a compound), have no substan- 
tives derived from them. But ἀχολα- 
στάσματα in Aristoph. Lysist. 398 is a 
sound reading, and the scarcity of such 
formations would arise partly from the 
searcity of the verbs, and partly from a 
fear of their length. 

τὰς πολλοστὰς ἡδονάς] The smallest 
7, and imposture, and not pli δ. 

δυσχεράσματα is condemned by Pol- 
lux as bad Greek, and Lobeck observes 
that such compound verbs as ἀνοηταίνω, 
δυσϑυμαίνω, and the like (where the 

p 68. τὰ πολλοστὰ σχληρότητι, things 
having the smallest degrees of hardness. 
The word is formed like the ordinal 
numbers used to express fractions. 
"AX οὖν] The MSS. have Ap’ οὖν, 
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ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ οὔ; 

17 

XQ. Πότερον οὖν μείζους εἰσί ve καὶ γίγνονται περὶ τοὺς 
~ ‘ 2 - 

[κάμνοντας] ἐν ταῖς νόσοις ἢ τιερὶ ὑγιαίνοντας; εὐλαβηϑῶμεν 
~ wv δὲ μὴ τιροτιετῶς ἀποχρινόμενοι τεταίσωμέν my. τάχα γὰρ tows 

φαῖμεν ἂν στερὶ ὑγιαίνοντας. 
ΠΡΩ. Εἰκχός γε. 

~ ~ = 32. Τί δέ; οὐχ αὗται τῶν ἡδονῶν ὑπερβάλλουσιν, ὧν ἂν 
nai ἐπιϑυμίαι μέγισται τερογίγνωνται; 

ΠΡΩ. Τοῦτο μὲν ἀληϑές. 
32. 2A οὐχ οἱ πυρέττοντες καὶ ἐν τοιούτοις νοσήμασιν 

ἐχόμενοι μᾶλλον διψῶσι χαὶ διγοῦσι, καὶ πιάντων, διτόσα διὰ 

which is incompatible with γε, and as 
ye is not found in the Bodleian and its 
fellows, it has been omitted in the 

recent Editions. But as it is impossible 
to account for the intrusion of the word 
in the other MSS., its omission in the 
first-mentioned must be ascribed to 
negligence. With ‘ve once restored, the 
change of Ap’ into ᾿Αλλ᾽ becomes in- 
evitable; and the latter appears to me 
to be infinitely more in keeping with 
the nature of the observation; as it is 
more reasonable in speaking of a matter 
of every-day talk, to say that we con- 
clude it is admitted, than to ask whether 
it is so. But the rest of the sentence 
requires careful consideration. The sub- 
ject for inquiry is simply this: “Which 
are the greatest pleasures?” ‘Whether 
they are easily procured”, does not con- 
cern the inquiry, though it may serve 
to designate them when found. If we 
remember that αὗται represents αἱ dxpd- 
ταται χαὶ σφοδρόταται, we see that 
so far there is nothing unsound in 
the sentence. ᾿Αλλ οὖν αἱ πρόχειροί 
γε, ὃ λέγομεν πολλάκις, εἰσὶν αὗται: 
but we may go further and introduce 
αἱ περὶ τὸ σῶμα. If then we look at 
the remainder, we see not only that 
it was unsuited to our purpose, but 
that it begins with AIIIEP, the same 
beginning as that of one of the un- 
suspicious parts already admitted. That 
is to say; a copyist had got as far as 
AITIEP and ‘stopped. Afterwards he 
saw that he had skipped ὃ λέγομεν 
πολλάχις ; so he returns to this, but 
forgets to cancel AILLEP. “Here is 
some gap”, says ἃ grammarian, “which 

we must fill up”; and he fills it up 
so as to make Plato say that the com- 
mon bodily pleasures which are also 
the greatest are the most intense. En 
cor Zenodoti! En jecur Cratetis! 

[kdpvovras]] I have put χάμνοντας in 
brackets. Plato could not use the article 
with one participle and not with the 
other, but he must use it with ἐν ταῖς 
νόσοις, whether the participle had it 
or not. 

προγίγνωνται) This is Stephens’ 
emendation for προσγίγνωνται ; any one 
who will take the trouble to attend to 
the Variw Lectiones of even the best 
collations, and see the blunders com- 

ὃ 
mitted in πρὸ and πρ (i.e, πρὸς), will 
at once see that it is perfectly absurd 
to decide such differences as these by 
the authority of the MSS. 

πάντων, ὁπόσα] The received text is 
πάντα ὁπόσα. I have written πάντων, 
both b it is ry, and because 
the neglect of terminations and the jhabit 
of giving the same termination to two 
consecutive words is confessedly of com- 
mon occurrence. ἐνδείᾳ alone might 
leave us in doubt whether it ought not 
to be περὶ πάντα; but the addition of 
ἀποπληρουμένων decides the question 
in favour of the genitive. Stallbaum’s 
explanatory paraphrase πάντα εἰώϑασι 
πάσχειν ὁπόσα διὰ τοῦ σώματος εἰώ- 
ϑασι πάσχειν shews an utter miscon- 
ception of what brevity authorises or 
not, is untrue in fact, and while it 
gives χαὶ the office of joining two co- 
ordinate clauses, leaves te to join two 
sentences. 
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τοῦ σώματος εἰώϑασι πάσχειν, μᾶλλόν τ᾽ ἐνδείᾳ ξυντείνονται 
χαὶ ἀτιοπληρουμένων μείζους ἡδονὰς ἴσχουσιν; ἢ τοῦτ᾽ οὐ φύή- 
σομὲν ἀληϑὲς εἶναι; 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν Τοῦν δηϑὲν φαίνεται. 
SQ. Τί οὖν; ὀρϑῶς ἂν φαινοίμεϑα λέγοντες ὡς, εἴ τις 

\ , ς ‘ " " , > > Sa 2 > ’ 

τὰς μεγίστας ἡδονὰς ἰδεῖν βούλοιτο, ovx εἰς ὑγίειαν ἀλλ᾽ εἰς 
, 77 y “ἡ ~ co , , ς ~ , 

νόσον ἰόντας δεῖ σχοτιεῖν; ὅρα δέ" μή μὲ [ἡγῇ] διανόουϊ μενον] 

ἐρωτᾶν oe εἰ πλείω χαίρουσιν οἱ σφόδρα νοσοῦντες τῶν ὕγεαι-- 
, > > ” / / ~ c ~ ‘ BY / 

γόντων, ἀλλ᾽ οἴου μέγεϑός μὲ ζητεῖν ἡδονῆς, καὶ τὸ σφόδρα 

[περὲ τοῦ] τοιοῦτον ποῦ ποτὲ γίγνεται. ἑχάστοτξΕ. νοῆσαι γὰρ 

δεῖν φαμὲν ἥντινα φύσιν ἔχει, καὶ τίνα λέγουσιν οἱ φάσχοντες 
Ὁ μηδ᾽ εἶναι τὸ παράπαν αὐτήν. 

σ 

TPQ. ᾿“4λλὰ σχεδὸν ἕπομαι [τῷ λόγῳ σου]. 
xO wae Τάχα, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ody ἧττον δείξεις, ἀπολρινεῖ 

γάρ: ἐν ὕβρει μείζους ἧδονάς, οὐ τελείους λέγω, τῷ σφόδρα δὲ 
καὶ τῷ μᾶλλον ὑπερεχούσας ὁρᾷς ἢ ἐν τῷ σώφρονι βίῳ; 
δὲ προσέχων τὸν νοῦν. 

λέγε 

ΠΡΩ. ᾽4λλ᾽ ἔμαϑον ὃ λέγεις, χαὶ πολὺ τὸ διαφέρον δρῶ. 
τοὺς μὲν γὰρ σώφρονάς που χαὶ ὃ παροιμιαζόμενος ἐπείσχει 

ξυντείνονται)] The Books have ξυγγί- 
γνονται. Τείνομαι and γείνομαι (for so 
it is often written in MS.) are continually 
confounded. This I first learned from a 
note of Cobet in his Edition of a Frag- 
ment of Philostratus. I have since 
found another instance in Strabo xvi, 3, 
where we must read ὥστε ἐπιτείνεσθαι 
τὸ παράδοξον ‘so that the marvel is 
intensified”. Compare below 46, D, ξύν- 
τασιν ἀγρίαν, and 47, A, Euvretves τε χαὶ 
ἐνίοτε πηδᾶν ποιεῖ. I am acquainted 
with the fragments of Eupolis and Te- 
leclides where συγγίγνεσθαι is coupled 
with μάζαις and with φάγροισι; but 
they are merely comic expressions for 
enjoying, like Aristophanes’ having an 
interview with grapes. Φροντίσι ovyye- 
γένημαι (Eup. fragm.) is a little more 
apposite, but συγγίγνεσθαι οὐχ ἔστι τῶν 
τὸ aun χαὶ ἧττον δεχομένων. 

άνυ μὲν οὖν ῥηθέν] νῦν δηϑὲν is 
= common reading; but there is no 
authority but that of a worthless cop 
for νῦν. My impression is that οὖν 
should be οὕτω, which will make νῦν 
unnecessary. 

ὅρα δέ] If any one still retains his 
belief that all the writers of our copies 
were scrupulous about the text, so as 
even to prefer nonsense to falsification 
(for doubtless there were some such) 
let him look at the words which follow 
ὅρα δέ. διανόου is thought to be mu- 
tilated, so it is turned into διανοούμε- 
yoy; then the sense demands the very 
thing which has been thus sacrificed, 
and so ἡγῇ is invented. Again τοιοῦ- 
tov by some blunder is read or written 
as τοιούτου; immediately some one is 
at hand with a healing supplement, and 
περὶ tod is plaistered upon the text; 
in the meanwhile τὸ σφόδρα τοιοῦτον 
is utterly lost. 

τῷ λόγῳ σου] I have put this Alex- 
andrian phrase in brackets. 

οὐχ ἧττον δείξεις) 1 entirely agree 
with Stallbaum that it is, ‘nodum in 

scirpo qurere,’ to be dissatisfied with 
these words; but his own translation 
of them has led him to suspect another 
word which is equally sound. The sense 
is, You will presently prove ἐξ (that you 
understand me) no less (than you now 
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λόγος éxcovore, ὃ τὸ Mndév ἄγαν παραχελευόμενος, ᾧ πεί- E 
ϑονται" τὸ δὲ τῶν ἀφρόνων te χαὶ ὑβριστῶν μέχρι μανίας ἣ 
σφοδρὰ ἡδονὴ κατέχουσα σιεριβοήτους ἀπεργάζεται. 

ΣΩ, Καλῶς" καὶ εἴ ye ταῦϑ᾽ οὕτως ἔχει, δῆλον ὡς ἐν τινι 
, ~ ‘ ~ , > ? >. 2 > ~ / 

πονηρίᾳ ψυχῆς [χαὶ τοῦ σώματος), ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ἔν ἀρετῇ μέγισται 

μὲν ἡδοναί, μέγισται δὲ χαὶ λῦπαι, γίγνονται. 

TIP2. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ, Οὐχοῦν τούτων τινὰς σπεροελομενον δεῖ σκοπεῖσϑαι, 

3 
τίνα ποτὲ τρόπον ἐχούσας ἐλέγομεν αὐτὰς εἶναι μεγίστας. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿Ἄνάγχη. 
SQ. Σχόπει δὴ τὰς τῶν τοιῶνδε νοσημάτων ἧδονάς, τίνα 

σιοτ᾽ ἔχουσι τρόπον. 
ΠΡΩ. Ποίων; 

ΣΩ. Τὰς τῶν ἀσχημόνων, 
σοῦσι παντελῶς. 

ΠΡΩ. Ποίας; 

a a ~ ~ 

ἃς οὖς εἴπομεν δυσχερεῖς μι- 

ΣΩ. Οἷον τὰς τῆς ψώρας ἰάσεις τῷ τρίβειν, χαὶ ὅσα 
~ > Pl , , ~ ‘ ‘ ‘ , 

τοιαῦτα, οὐκ ἄλλης δεόμενα φαρμάξεως. τοῦτο γὰρ δὴ τὸ πιά- 

Jog ἡμῖν, ὦ πρὸς ϑεῶν, τί ποτε φῶμεν ἐγγίγνεσθαι; τεότερον 
ἡδονὴν ἢ λύπην; 

ΠΡΩ, Σύμμιχτον τοῦτό γε [ἄρα], ὦ Σώκρατες, ἔοιχε γί- 
γνεσϑαΐ τι χαχόν. 

ΣΩ. Ot μὴν ἂν Φιλήβου γ᾽ ἕνεχα παρεϑέμην τὸν λόγον" Β 

profess it), for you will answer my ques- 
tion. 

περιβοήτους] Frantic. The word is 
properly applied to men maddened by 
the noise of some Bacchanalian or other 
orgies, and then generally of extra- 
vagant and impetuous characters. It 
is here opposed to the staid and seemly 
demeanour of the temperate. 

[kal τοῦ σώματος] It is impossible 
that this passage should be correct as 
we now read it. Plato has passed from 
the diseases of the body to ὕβρις. which 
is a disease of the mind. The presence 
of the article betrays the interpolator. 

[ἄρα}] I have cancelled ἄρα as per- 
fectly unmeaning. Some scribe had 
written σύμμιχτον τοῦτο γὰρ through 
mistaking ye. Another came and turned 
yap into γ᾽ ap’. 

Οὐ piv ἂν Φιλήβου 7] The Cois- 
linian has μὴν, which one Editor adopts 
and so affords to another the opportu- 
nity for telling the world that δὴ is 
never put after μήν. A little attention 
to the sense would have been better 
bestowed than it is on such a truism. As 
the words stand in the Books, Socrates 
is made to say that he did not bring 
forward these instances about itch on 
account of Philebus. Probably not; but 
why say so? Is he afraid lest Φίλη- 
Bos 6 χαλὸς should be troubled with 
the complaint? Or can he think it 
necessary to declare that it was not to 
make fun of him that he alluded to 
it? As this is out of the question, the 
only other reason for bringing Phile- 
bus in at all must be that Philebus is 
fastidious, and will look upon him as 
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> > » 3 ~ ~ ~ ἀλλ᾽ ἄνευ τούτων, ὦ Πρώταρχε, τῶν cig χαὶ τῶν ταύταις 
ἑπομένων, ἂν μὴ χατοφϑῶσι, σχεδὸν οὐχ ἄν wore δυναίμεθα 

᾿διαχρίνασϑαι τὸ νῦν ζητούμενον. 

ΠΡΩ. οΟὐχοῦν ἰτέον. 
>. ‘ ~ ~ 

22. Eni τὰς τούτων ξυγγενεῖς, τὰς ἐν τῇ μίξει xoww- 
, , 

vovoas, λέγεις; 

ITP2. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ. Eioi τοίνυν [μίξεις] αἵ μὲν χατὰ τὸ σῶμα ἐν αὐτοῖς 

τοῖς. σώμασιν, αἱ δ᾽ αὐτῆς τῆς ψυχῆς ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ. τὰς δ᾽ αὖ 

C τῆς ψυχῆς καὶ τοῦ σώματος ἀνευρήσομεν λύπας ἧδοναϊς μιχ- 
ϑείσας, τοτὲ μὲν ‘iii τὰ ξυναμφότερα, τοτὲ δὲ λύπας ἐπι- 
χαλουμένας. 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς; 

ΣΩ, Ὁπόταν ἐν τῇ καταστάσει τὶς ἢ τῇ διαφϑορᾷ τάναν- 
τί ἅμα πάϑη πάσχῃ, ποτὲ ῥιγῶν ϑέρηται καὶ ϑερμαινόμενος 
7 rd ~ rd Ν \ PLA ~ 2 ἋΣ ΄ 
ἐνίοτε Wynter, ζητῶν, οἶμαι, τὸ μὲν ἔχειν, τοῦ δ᾽ ἀπαλλάε- 

Ν ‘ , / "¢ ‘ 

veda, τὸ δὴ λεγόμενον πιιχρόγλυχυ [μεμιγμένον], μετὰ 

D δυσατιαλλαχτίας παρόν, ἀγανάχτησιν καὶ ὕστερον ξύντασιν 
ἀγρίαν soleil. 

φορτιχὸς for making such nasty allu- 
sions. This is in keeping with the 
other traits of him in the dialogue; 
but then he must say: ‘For Philebus’ 
sake J would not have introduced this 
topic, but I cannot do without it.” And 
so the AH which helped Stallbaum to 
chastise Fischer disappears into AN, 
and as μὴν is the equivalent of μέντοι 
and ye is found in all the Books, I 
have adopted the latter particle also. 

Οὐκοῦν iréov] In the Books Protar- 
chus’ speech in continued down to ξυγ- 
γενεῖς: which arrangement makes the 
young man show the way and the phi- 
losopher follow it. 

Hict τοίνυν] 1 have cancelled μίξεις. 
Unless this be done, and ἡδοναὶ xorveo- 
νοῦσαι be understood, the following 
clauses make downright nonsense. 
“There are bodily pleasures which mix 
in bodies, and mental pleasures which 
mix in the mind”, is true and simple. 
But if you say there are mixtures— 
then one of each pair, either χατὰ τὸ 
σῶμα or ἐν. ἀ. τ. σώμασι, either αὖ- 

τῆς τ. Ψ. or ἐν τῇ Ψυχῇ becomes quite 
meaningless. 

ποτέ] This word occurs twice in the 
Bodleian, both before and after ῥιγῶν. 
It is properly cancelled in the second 
place, for being used ‘in opposition to 
ἐνίοτε, it would be placed in such a 
part of the sentence as would mark 
that it is not used as a mere enclitic. 
Bekker’s correction of πιχρόγλυχν - for 
πικρῷ γλυχὺ is fully borne out by τὸ 
δὴ λεγόμενον: but in recommending it 
he should also have advised the ex- 
pulsion of μεμιγμένον. For δυσαπαλ- 
λαχτίας Hirschig reads δυσαπαλλαξίας. 
But the departure from analogy is in 
favour of our reading, as a probable 
Atticism. 

ξύντασιν] This is the reading of the 
best MSS.; the others have σύστασιν, 
which is irreconcilable with ἀγρίαν, 
such an epithet being only applicable to 
a word signifying some active process. 
Besides, σύστασις after ἀγανάχτησις 
would be an anticlimax; for it is pro- 
perly used to denote the effect of sadness 
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ΠΡΩ. Καὶ μάλ᾽ ἀληϑὲς τὸ νῦν λεγόμενον. 
XQ. Οὐχοῦν αἱ τοιαῦται μίξεις at μὲν ἐξ ἴσων εἰσὶ λυ- 

~ Le “ ~ « Ἅ» "4 ~ « , , mov ve χαὶ ἡδονῶν, at δ᾽ ἐχ τῶν ἑτέρων πλειόνων. 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ οὔ; 

ΣΩ. Aéye δὴ τὰς μέν, ὅταν πλείους λῦπαι τῶν ἡδονῶν 

γίγνωνται, τὰς τῆς Ψψώρας λεγομένας νῦν δὴ ταύτας εἶναι καὶ 

τὰς τῶν γαργαμσμῶν. ὁπόταν δ᾽ ἐντὸς τὸ ζέον ἢ χαὶ τὸ 
φλεγμαῖνον, τῇ τρίψει δὲ καὶ τῇ χνήσει μὴ ἐφικνῆταί τις, τὰ 
δ᾽ ἐπιτιολῆς μόνον διαχέῃ, τοτὲ φέροντες εἰς mig αὐτὰ καὶ εἰς E ἧς ἱ Ἢ» ᾧ 

2 , , > , >. f > > , ς , 

τοὐναντίον μεταβάλλοντες, ἀπορίας ἐνίοτ᾽ ἁμηχάνους͵ [ἡδονάς], 

τοτὲ δὲ τοὐναντίον τοῖς ἐντὸς πρὸς τὰς τῶν ἔξω λύπας ἣδο- 
‘ , 3 ς , 2 ON , , ~ ‘ 

vag ξυγχερασϑείσας, εἰς ὅὁπότερ᾽ ἂν δέψῃ, παρέσχοντο, τῷ τὰ 
συγχεχριμένα βίᾳ διαχεῖν ἢ τὰ διαχεχριμένα συγχεῖν Τχαὶ ὁμοῦ 
λύπας ἥδοναϊῖς παρατιϑέναι. 

TIPQ2. ᾿“ληϑέστατα. 
XQ. Οὐχοῦν ὁπόταν [at] πλείων ἡδονὴ κατὰ τὰ τοιαῦτα 

πάντα ξυμμιχϑῇ, τὸ μὲν ὑσπομεμιγμένον τῆς λύπης γαργαλίζει 
τε χαὶ ἠρέμα ἀγαναχτεῖν ποιεῖ, τὸ δ᾽ αὖ τῆς ἡδονῆς πολὺ 
λεῖον ἐγχεχυμένον συντείνει τε καὶ ἐνίοτε “τηδὰν ποιεῖ, χαὶ 

47 

in turning the mind back upon itself. 
vvtelvery is used a little further on as 
the effect of pleasure; it is obvious that 
the figure of speech being derived from 
the strain upon a cord, is applicable 
alike to the rackings of pain (renes 
morbo tentantur acuto) or the thrill of 
pleasure (pertentant gaudia pectus). 

“Λέγε δὴ rds pév] The first part of 
this passage is easy enough, when once 
we learn to separate the process re- 
ferred to in the sentence ending with 
γαργαλισμῶν from that described after- 
wards. I have put δ᾽ after ὁπόταν. The 
first case is that where χνῆσις and τρῖ- 
Ψις are said διαχεῖν, because they dis- 
cuss the heat in the part affected. When 
this is insufficient, the affection being 
too deep-seated, then recourse is had 
to irritation of the surface in order to 
relieve the interior. This is effected 
by bringing the parts to the fire, and 
shifting the affection to the opposite place: 
that is to say, by producing external 
heat in place of internal. When men 
do this, they sometimes produce terrible 

Platonis Philebus, 

ἀπορίας, states where pleasure and pain 
are confounded, and the patient does 
not know what to do with himself. This 
sense is brought out by. transposing 
ἀπορίας, and cancelling ἧδονάς. The 
only difficulty that remains is in the 
last clause; they procure, as the case 
may turn out, sometimes great embar- 
rassments, and sometimes mingled plea- 
sure Sor the inner parts contrasted with 
4 pain of the outer, by forcibly dis- 

g what is ted and 
ing what is separate, and by procuring 
to themselves pain mingled with pleasure. 
This is saying that they do a thing by 
doing it; what we need to be told is, 
how that which they do involves a 
mixture of pain and pleasure. I there- 
fore propose to read τῷ τὰ σ. β. ὃ. ἢ 
τὰ 8. συγχεῖν, ὁμοῦ λυπὰς ἡδοναῖς πα- 
ρατιϑέντες : procuring pain along with 
pleasure, by Soreibly dispersing (χνήσει 
χαὶ τρίψει) what is congested (the accu- 
mulated heat), and determining what is 
dispersed (by inflaming the surface arti- 
ficially). 

ot. 

6 
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παντοῖα μὲν χρώματα, παντοῖα δὲ σχήματα, τταντοῖα δὲ πνείύ- 
2 ; ~ 

ματα taregyaloueva τιᾶσαν ἔχηεληξιν vai Bods μετ᾽ ἀφροσύνης 
ἀπεργάζεται. 

ΠΡΩ. Mele γε. 
ΣΩ. Καὶ λέγειν γ᾽, ὦ ἑταῖρε, αὐτόν τε megi ἑαυτοῦ ποιεῖ 

χαὶ ἄλλον περὶ ἄλλου, ὡς ταύταις ταῖς ἡδοναῖς τερτεύμενος 

οἷον ἀπτοϑνήσχει. καὶ ταύτας γε δὴ ὑπανεάπασιν ἀεὶ μεταδιώχει 
τοσούτῳ μᾶλλον, ὅσῳ ἂν ἀκολαστότερός τε χαὶ ἀφρονέστερος 
ὧν τυγχάνῃ" noi καλεῖ δὴ μεγίστας ταύτας, χαὶ τὸν ἐν ταύ- 
ταις ὃ τι-ιάλιστ᾽ ἀεὶ ζῶντ᾽ εὐδαιμονέστατον χκαταριϑμεῖται. 

ΠΡΩ. Πάντα, ὦ Σώχρατες, τὰ συμβαίνοντα πρὸς τῶν 
πολλῶν ἀνθρώττων εἰς δόξαν διεττέρανας. 

παντοῖα μὲν χρώματα] Tt causes all 
of changes in yplexion, and 

changes in posture, and changes in 
breathing, which produce the utmost ex- 
ott t and shoutii with delirium. 
Though I have retained ἀπεργαζόμενα, 
and endeavoured to render it as above, 
it is rather as against Buttmann’s ἀπερ- 
γαζόμενον than as believing in the ge- 
nuineness of the word. The singular 
would mean that the excess of the pleasure 
by producing the changes in complexion, 
posture &c., produced the mental de- 
fects; which is no truer than that these 
changes cause them. But the very com- 
bination ἀπεργαζόμενα ἀπεργάζεται is 
unworthy of even a third-rate writer. 
I say ἀπεργάζεται, for this is the Bod- 
leian reading, and ἐνεργάζεται is merely 
a contrivance, and not a successful 
one, made by the corrector of some 
inferior copy, to avoid the inelegant 
repetition. As to πνεύματα, no doubt 
the respiration would be troubled; as 
in the description of Hercules’ madness, 
we read (H. F. 869) ἀμπνοὰς δ᾽ ov 
σωφρονίζει, ταῦρος ὡς ἐς ἐμβολήν. But 
πνεύματα do not admit of sufficient 
variety to be called παντοῖα. It is not 
unlikely that this addition is due to 
some corrupt dittographia, and that the 
old text ran thus; παντοῖα μὲν χρώ- 
δὴν παντοῖα δὲ σ ἡἥματα, πᾶσαν δ᾽ 
χπληξιν καὶ Bods μετ᾽ ἀφροσύνης ἀπερ- 

γάζεται. 
ἄλλον περὶ ἄλλου] One class of MSS. 

has ἄλλον, the other περὶ ἄλλου. 1 

have combined the two readings. 
παντάπασιν ἀεὶ μεταδιώκει] The 

word παντάπασιν is not applicable to 
azt, nor does it seem compatible with 
τοσούτῳ μᾶλλον, for while the first. de- 
notes thoroughness of pursuit, the other 
graduates the pursuit according to the 
moral condition of the man. As this 
whole speech is about what men say 
and think, what if Plato wrote thus: 
χαὶ ταύτας ye δὴ πάντας φασὶ δεῖν με- 
ταδιώχειν τ. μι, ὅσῳ ἂν ἀχολαστότερός 
τις χ. ἀ. ὧν τυγχάνῃ 

τὰ συμβαίνοντα) One Editor approves 
of Ficinus’ translation, omnia que apud 
multos in istimatic ‘unt. But 
neither this rendering, nor what I once 
gave, that which one meets with from 
the common run of men as to opinion, 
is in keeping with the Greek; for we 
have not ξυμβαίνοντα τοῖς πολλοῖς nor 
ξυμβαίνοντα dx τῶν πολλῶν but ἕξ. πρὸς 
τῶν πολλῶν. If this is equivalent to 
περὶ ὧν οἱ πολλοὶ ξυμβαίνουσι, the sense 
will not be unsuitable; but I know of 
no such phrase. Perhaps Plato wrote: 
τὰ συμβαίνοντα περὶ τῶν πολλῶν av 
Ὡρώπων δόξαν. I can offer no better 
rendering of εἰς δόξαν than, as far as 
belief. In the Euthydemus (305, Ὁ) we 
have it in this sense; νιχητήρια els 
δόξαν οἴσεσθαι σοφίας πέρι, “that they 
will carry off the prize of wisdom, as 
far as public belief is concerned”. But 
this sense would make men’s agreement 
a mere pret or a delusi which 
is not intended. 

~~ 
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ΣΩ. Περί γε τῶν ἡδονῶν, 
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ὦ Πρώταρχε, τῶν ἐν τοῖς κοι- 

γοῖς παϑήμασιν αὐτοῦ τοῦ σώματος τῶν ἐπιπολῆς τε χαὶ ἐν- 
τός [κερασϑέντων). περὶ δὲ τῶν ἐν ψυχῇ σώματι τἀναντία 
ξυμβάλλεται, λύπην ϑ᾽ ἅμα I QOS ἡδονὴν χαὶ ἡδονὴν πρὸς λύ- 
πην, ὥστ᾽ εἰς γεέαν ἀμφότερα, χρᾶσιν ἰέναι, ταῦτ᾽ ἔμπροσθε 
μὲν διήλϑομεν, ὡς ἡῥπόναν αὖ χενῶται τιληρώσεως ἐπεέϑυμεῖ, 

zai ἐλτείζων μὲν χαίρει, χενούμενος δ᾽ ἀλγεῖ, ταῦτα δὲ τότε 

μὲν οὐχ ἐμαρτυράμεϑα, νῦν δὲ λέγομεν, ὡς ψυχῆς τερὸς σῶμα D 
διαφερομένης ἐν πᾶσι τούτοις τιλήϑει ἀμηχάνοις οὖσι μῖξις μία 
λύπης τε χαὶ ἡδονῆς ξυμτείτιτει γιγνομένη. 

ΠΡΩ. 

22. 

λοιπὴ μία. 

ἐντός [κερασθέντων]}) As it is not the 
outward and inward parts which are 
mingled, but the pain of one with the 
pleasure of the other, the word χερα- 

σϑέντων, which is borrowed from abuve, 
must be looked upon as a false gloss. 
In the rest of this sentence I have left 
everything as the MSS. present it, not 

it is all d, but b the 
remedy will perhaps not appear so 
certain to some as to myself. He says: 
“I have indeed told you all about these 
eases where pleasure and pain are 
mingled in the body; as to those where 
the mind contributes the opposites to 
the body **** those we have formerly 
described; one fact however we did not 
then bear witness to, but we declare 
it now, that, in the innumerable ex- 
amples of mind and body being thus 
opposed, there is always one and the 
same mixture of pleasure and pain.” 
This is true; for, when he mentioned 
this subject before, it was not to point 
out this χρᾶσις, but to show the nature 
of Desire. But in that part of his 
statement, where I have marked a gap, 
there occurs this phrase: λύπην TE ᾶμα 
πρὸς ἡδονήν, χαὶ ἡδονὴν πρὸς λύπην. 
The ἡδονὴ of the mind is ἐπιθυμία; 
and this he has fully described; but 
the λύπη, which is φόβος, he. has 
never brought forward as co-existing 
with present bodily satisfaction, And 
yet ταῦτα μὲν διήλθομεν looks as if 

Κινδυνεύεις ὀρϑότατα λέγειν. 
Ἔτι τοίνυν ἡμῖν τῶν μίξεων λύπης te καὶ ἡδονῇ jee f WS nS 

he claimed to have done this. Again 
in the same gap, we have ὥστ᾽ εἰς 
μίαν ἀμφότερα χρᾶσιν ἰέναι, but this 
μῖξις μία is the very thing which he 
declares that he now points out for the 
first time. There remains ὁπόταν αὖ 
ΑΙ Tee Stallbaum proposed at one 
time to change αὖἦ into τις, while I 
thought that it proved a lacuna, where 
the opposite ὁπόταν πληρῶται had once 
played its part; but it seems to follow 
from what I have said above that So- 
crates cannot have entered into any such 
detail. 1 will not conceal the suspicion 
which I have conceived about this very 
corrupt part of the Dialogue. I believe 
that of the words, περὶ δὲ τῶν ἐν ψυχῇ, 
UYXH alone has any claims to le- 
gitimacy: that the damaged text was 
restored by a conjecture founded on the 
antithetical Περί ye τῶν ἡδονῶν x. τ. &.: 
but that we may easily find such a 
beginning as will leave undisturbed and 
free from all taint of suspicion both 
Ψυχὴ ... + ξυμβάλλεται and ὥστε. 
ἰέναι, viz. ἐπεὶ δὲ καὶ ψυχὴ x. τ. ξ. “Since 
this is the fact, part of this fact has 
been stated, but part we now declare”, 
Instead of ὁπόταν αὖ χενῶται, I con- 
jecture ὅστις ἂν x. 

ξυμπίπτει γιγνομένη] For ξυμπίπτει 
γενομένη I have adopted ξ, γιγνομένη, 
which I formerly advocated without 
knowing that it had been already pro- 
posed by others, 

6* 
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ΠΡΩ, Tote; 

ΣΩ. Φημὶ αὐτὴν τὴν ψυχὴν αὑτῇ πιολλάχις λαμβάνειν σύγ- 
χρασιν [ἔφαμεν]. 

TIPQ. Πῶς οὖν δὴ τοῦτ᾽ αὐτὸ λέγομεν; 
ΣΩ, Ὀργὴν χαὶ φόβον χαὶ πόϑον χαὶ ϑρῆνον χαὶ ἔρωτα 

‘ ~ ‘ / soc ~ <=> > > ~ ~ zal ζῆλον nai φϑόνον χαὶ ὅσα τοιαῦτα, dg’ οὐκ αὐτῆς τῆς 
ψυχῆς τίϑεσαι ταύτας λύπας τινάς; 

ΠΡΩ. Ἔχωγε. 
ΣΩ. Οὐκοῦν αὐτὰς ἡδονῶν μεστὰς εὑρήσομεν ἀμηχάνων; 

ἢ δεόμεϑ᾽ ὑσομιμνήσχεσθϑαι τὸ 
« > ΠΧ Ὲ , , - ὃς τ᾿ ἐφέηχε πολύφρονά meg χαλετιῆναι, 

ὃς τὲ πολὺ γλυχίων μέλιτος καταλειβομένοιο, 

48 χαὶ τὰς ἐν τοῖς ϑρήνοις χαὶ πτόϑοις ἡδονὰς ἐν λύπαις οὔσας 

ἀναμεμιγμένας; 
ΠΡΩ. Οὔχ, ἀλλ᾽ οὕτω ταῦτά ye χαὶ οὐχ ἄλλως ἂν ξυμ- 

Baivor γιγνόμενα. 
ΣΩ. Καὶ μὴν καὶ τάς γε τραγιχὰς ϑεωρήσεις, ὅταν ἅμα 

χαίροντες χλάωσι, μέμνησαι; 
ΠΡΩ. Ti δ᾽ οὔ; 

ΣΩ. Τὴν δ᾽ ἐν ταῖς χωμῳδίαις διάϑεσιν ἡμῶν τῆς ψυχῆς 
de” οἶσϑ᾽ ὡς ἔστι [κὰν τούτοις] μῖξις λύπης τε χαὶ ἡδονῆς; 

Ποία] The Books have Ποία, φής; 
to which the answer given is Ἣν αὖ- 
τὴν τ. Ψ. α. π. λ, σύγχρασιν ἔφαμεν. No- 
body believes in Ποία, φής; and some 
have the courage to replace it by [Ποίαν 
φής; which is at least grammatical. 
But there is no reason for φὴς at all, 

and if any one will compare the in- 
stances where we have Πῶς φής; Lh 
φής: and the rest, with the innumerable 
examples of the mere interrogative pro- 
noun or adverb, he will desire a spe- 
cial reason for the departure from the 
ordinary expression; here no such reason 
exists, and the presence of the verb 
may be easily accounted for in another 
way. No exception has been taken to 
ἔφαμεν, and yet it is quite untrue that 
they have said anything as yet on this 
mixture, and Socrates declares as much 

in the foregoing paragraph. But if ἔφα- 
μὲν is false, can we offer the place to 

gaudy? No; for until Protarchus as- 
sents to it, it is no joint assertion. Again 
“Hy is μῖξιν; and how can we have 
μῖξιν and ξύγχρασιν governed both by 
λαμβάνεινῦὺ A single correction (for I 
attribute the interpolation to the false 
reading) removes all these difficulties. 
It is probable that the MS. had ny’ 
αὐτήν, the rubricator having neglected 
to put an initial Φ. 

τὸ---ὅς T ἐφέηκε] Hom. 11. xviii. 108. 
I have omitted the words which all re- 
cent Editors are agreed in considering 
an interpolation, τοῖς συμοῖς χαὶ ταῖς 
ἀργαῖς τό, standing after ἐφέηχε. 

[κἀν τούτοις})] No ταῦτα have been 
mentioned, but the corrector was un- 
familiar with so common an Atticism 
as οἶσθα τὴν διάϑεσιν we ἔστι μῖξις. 
Nor is ἐν τούτῳ at all more intelli- 
gible; there the neuters αὐτὸ and oxo- 
τεινότερον, which obviously refer to 
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ΠΡΩ, Οὐ πάνυ χατανοῶ. 
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x XQ. Παντάπασι γὰρ οὐ ῥᾷάδιον, ὦ Πρώταρχε, [ἐν τούτῳ] B 
Evrvoeiv τὸ τοιοῦτον ἑχάστοτε τιάϑος. 

ΠΡΩ. 
ΣΩ -.-. 

Οὔχουν ὡς γ᾽ ἔοιχεν ἐμοί. 
~ U 

AdBouer ye μὴν αὐτὸ τοσούτῳ μᾶλλον, ὅσῳ σχοτει- 
᾿ ~ ~ Ὥ » γότερόν ἐστιν, ἵνα χαὶ ἐν ἄλλοις δᾷον χαταμαϑεῖν τις οἷός τ' 

ἦ μῖξιν λύπης ve καὶ ἡδονῆς. 
ΠΡΩ. Ayo ἄν. 
32. 

τινὰ ψυχῆς ϑήσεις, ἢ wOe; 

ΠΡΩ, Οὕτως. 

Τό vor νῦν δὴ ῥηθὲν ὄνομα pIdvov πιότερα λύττην 

ΣΩ, ᾿Αλλὰ μὴν ὃ φϑονῶν γ᾽ ei χαχοὶς τοῖς τῶν πέλας 
ἡδόμενος ἀναφανήσεται. 

ITP2. Σφόδρα γε. 
ΣΩ. Kandy μὴν ἄγνοια χαὶ ἣν δὴ λέγομεν ἀβελτέραν ἕξιν. 
ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 
32. Ἐκ δὴ τούτων ἰδὲ τὸ γελοῖον ἥντινα φύσιν ἔχει. 
ΠΡΩ. Aéye μόνον. 
ΣΩ, Ἔστι δὴ πονηρία μέν τις τὸ κεφάλαιον, ἕξεώς τινος 

ἐγιίχλην λεγομένη" τῆς δ᾽ αὖ πάσης πονηρίας ἐστί τι τοὐναντίον 
πάϑος ἔχον ἢ τὸ λεγόμενον ὑχιὸ τῶν ἐν Δελφοῖς γραμμάτων. 

ΠΡΩ, To Τνῶϑι σαυτόν λέγεις, ὦ Σώχρατες; 

ΣΩ. Ἔχγωγε. τοὐναντίον μὴν ἐχείνῳ δῆλον ὅτι τὸ μηδαμῇ Ὁ 
γιγνώσχειν αὑτὸν [λεγόμενον ὑτιὸ τοῦ γράμματος] ἂν εἴη. 

ΠΡΩ. Ti μήν; 

32. Ὦ Πρώταρχε, πειρῶ δὴ αὐτὸ τοῦτο τριχῇ τέμνειν. 
ΠΡΩ,. Th φής; οὐ γὰρ μὴ δυνατὸς ὦ. 

πάϑος, were supposed to refer to some 

example or instance. 
"Eort δὴ πονηρία] The genitive 

ἕξεώς τινος does not depend on πονη- 
pia, but upon ἐπίχλην. There is a 
certain πονηρία in general, called after 
name of a particular habit; that is, 
ealled so from πονηρός, which denotes 
a particular habit. I have added τι 
after ἐστί. A subject to ἔχον is indis- 
pensable. 

[λεγόμενον ὑπὸ +. y.]] It is better to 
bracket these words, as Beck recom- 

mended, than to think Plato capable of 
such a frigid joke, as Stallbaum, with 
some violence to the language, has ex- 
tracted from them. 

Πῇ φῇς:] Here is an instance of 
what was mentioned above. Had So- 
crates said not πειρῶ τέμνειν, but τέ- 
Rao the answer would have been 

Ὡς 
οὐ γ. μὴ δ. ὦ] οὐ μὴ ὦ is supported 

by Plato Rep. 341, ¢. οὐ μὴ οἷός τε 
ἧς and by Xen. Hiero xr fin. οὐ μὴ 
δύνωνται. The passage, οὐ μὴ---φῶμεν 
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SQ. Aéyetg δὴ δεῖν ἐμὲ τοῦτο διελέσθαι τὰ νῦν. 
HPQ. Aéyw, καὶ δέομαί ye πιρὸς τῷ λέγειν. 

γ᾽ 2 3 > ~ > 32. *Ag’ οὖν ov τῶν ἀγνοούντων αὑτοὺς χατὰ τρί᾽ ἀνάγχη 
τοῦτο τὸ πάϑος πάσχειν ἕχαστον; 

ΠΡΩ, Πῶς; 

XQ. Πρῶτον μὲν χατὰ χρήματα, δοξάζειν εἶναι πλουσιώ-- 
E τεροι ἢ κατὰ τὴν αὑτῶν οὐσίαν. 

ΠΡΩ. Πολλοὶ γοῦν εἰσὶ τὸ τοιοῦτον πιάϑος ἔχοντες. 

ΣΩ; Πλείους δέ γε, of μείζους καὶ καλλίους αὑτοὺς δο- 

ξάζουσι, καὶ πάντα, ὅσα κατὰ τὸ σῶμα, εἶναι διαφερόντως τῆς 

οὔσης αὐτοῖς ἀληϑείας. 

ΠΡΩ. Πανυ γε. 
XQ. Πολὺ δὲ πλεῖστοί γε, οἶμαι, περὶ τὸ τρίτον εἶδος τὸ 

τῶν ἐν ταῖς ψυχαῖς διημαρτήχασιν, ἀρετὴν δοξάζοντες βελτίους. 

ξαυτούς, οὐχ ὕντες. 
ΠΡΩ. Σῳόδρα μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ, Τῶν ἀρετῶν δ᾽ ae’ οὐ σοφίας [πέρι] τὸ πλῆϑος 

πάντως ἀντεχόμενον μεστὸν ἐρίδων καὶ δοξοσοφίας ἐστί [Wev- 

δοῦς]; 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς δ᾽ οὔ; 

XQ. Κακὸν μὲν δὴ τᾶν ἂν τις τὸ τοιοῦτον εἰττὼν ὀρϑῶς 

ἂν εἴσιοι τιάϑος. 

ΠΡΩ, Σφόδρα γε. 
ΣΩ. Τοῦτο τοίνυν ἔτι διαιρετέον, ὦ Πρώταρχε, δίχα, εἰ 

in Rep. 486, p, has been changed on 
the best MS. authority. I should doubt 
of the rest, but that they all refer to 
being able. 

πλουσιώτεροι] The MSS. have πλου- 
σιώτερον, which is indefensible. The 
construction of δοξάζειν may be with 
εἶναι, in which case the subject of a 
reflexive sentence follows in the nomi- 
native, or it may govern a direct accu- 
sative, as in the next sentences. 

καὶ πάντα] And who, as to all things 
pertaining to the body, conceive themselves 
to be far above what they really are. 
Literally, ‘to be all things which per- 
tain to the body in a degree beyond the 
reality which belongs to them.’ The 

neuter πάντα is put for masculine ad- 
jectives understood. See for examples 
my Prefatio ad Ionem p. xv. 

τὸ τῶν] The Books have τούτων, 
which is utterly superfluous; nor could 
ἐν ταῖς ψυχαῖς follow τὸ εἶδος without 
a repetition of the article. 

ἀντεχόμενον] One Editor says: Intel- 
ligendum relinquitur αὐτῆς. I myself 
was driven to a conjecture: ἀντίτεγνον 
ὄν, but fortunately I admitted it to be too 
audacious. These are the shifts to which 
we are driven by the dunce who in- 
serted πέρι. I have no faith in Ψευ- 
δοῦς, for who ever heard of δοξοσοφία 
anys? 

= |. 
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μέλλομεν τὸν πιαιδικὸν ἰδόντες φϑόνον evosov ἡδονῆς χαὶ λύ- 

ays ὄψεσθαι μῖξιν. 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς οὖν τέμνωμεν δίχα λέγεις; 
XQ. Πάντες ὁπόσοι ταύτην τὴν ψευδῆ δόξαν segi ἑαυτῶν B 

ἀνοήτως δοξάζουσι, καϑάπερ ἁπάντων ἀνϑρώπων, καὶ τούτων 

ἀναγχαιότατον ἕπεσθαι τοῖς μὲν δώμην αὐτῶν καὶ δύναμιν, 

τοῖς δέ, οἶμαι, τοὐναντίον. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿Ανάγχη. 
ΣΩ, Ἵαύτῃ τοίνυν δίελε, χαὶ ὅσοι μὲν αὐτῶν εἰσὶ wer 

ἀσϑενείας τοιοῦτοι καὶ ἀδύνατοι χαταγελώμενοι τιμωρεῖσϑαι, 
γελοίους τούτους φάσχων εἶναι τἀληϑῆ φϑέγξει" τοὺς δὲ δυνα- 
τοὺς τιμωρεῖσϑαι φοβεροὺς χαὶ ἰσχυροὺς [καὶ] ἐχϑροὺς τεροσαγο- 
ρεύων ὀρϑότατον τούτων σαυτῷ λόγον ἀποδώσεις. ἄγνοια γὰρ C 
ἡ μὲν τῶν ἰσχυρῶν ἐχϑρά ve καὶ αἰσχρά" βλαβερὰ γὰρ καὶ τοῖς 
πέλας αὐτή τε καὶ ὅσαι εἰκόνες αὐτῆς εἰσίν" ἣ δ᾽ ἀσϑενὴς ἡμῖν 

τὴν τῶν γελοίων εἴληχε τάξιν τε καὶ φύσιν. 
TIP&. Ὀρϑότατα λέγεις. ἀλλὰ γὰρ ἣ τῶν ἡδονῶν χαὶ λυ- 

now μῖξις ἐν τούτοις οὔπω μοι καταφανής. 
ΣΩ, Tiy τοίνυν τοῦ φϑόνου λαβὲ δύναμιν τρῶτον. 
ΠΡΩ, Aéye μόνον. 
ΣΩ. Abny τις ἄδικός ἐστί πτου καὶ ἡδονή; D 

ΠΡΩ, Τοῦτο μὲν ἀνάγχη. 
ΣΩ, Οὐκοῦν ἐπὶ μὲν τοῖς τῶν ἐχϑρῶν χακοῖς οὔτ᾽ ἄδιχον 

οὔτε φϑονερόν ἐστι τὸ χαίρειν; 
ΠΡΩ. Ti μήν; 
32. Te δέ γε τῶν φίλων δρῶντας ἔστιν ὅτε κακὰ μὴ λυ- 

χιεῖσϑαι, χαίρειν δέ, ae ove ἄδικόν ἐστιν; 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς δ᾽ ov; 

ΣΩ, Οὐχοῦν τὴν ἄγνοιαν εἴτιομεν ὅτι καχὸν τιᾶσιν; 
TIP2. ὑρϑῦς 
32. Thy οὖν τῶν φίλων δοξοσοφίαν χαὶ δοξοκαλίαν nai 

ἰσχυροὺς [καί] ἐχθρούς] I have re- 
moved the conjunction, which made 
utter nonsense of the passage, and drove 
me to follow Schiitz’s conjecture αἷ- 
σχρούς. The strong become strong 
enemies, the weak objects of laughter. 

Τὴν ow] The completion of the 

sentence would have been ap’ οὐ φατέον 
γελοῖον εἶναι χαὶ χαχόν; But instead 
of finishing the question, he breaks it 
into two, ἢ μὴ φῶμεν---; and Καχὸν 
δ᾽ οὐχ ὁμολογοῦμεν---; I have put τῶν 
φίλων in brackets. No addition was 
ever more perverse. 
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E boa νῦν δὴ διήλϑομεν, ἐν τρισὶ λέγοντες εἴδεσι γίγνεσϑαι, γε- 
λοῖα μὲν indo? ἀσϑενῆ, μισητὰ δ᾽ b260° ἐρρωμένα---ἢ μὴ 
φῶμεν ὅχιερ. εἶπον ἄρτι, τὴν [τῶν φίλων] ἕξιν ταύτην ὅταν ἔχῃ 
τις τὴν ἀβλαβῆ τοῖς ἄλλοις, γελοίαν εἶναι; 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ γε. 
ΣΩ. Κακὸν δ᾽ οὐχ ὁμολογοῦμεν αὐτήν, ἄγνοιαν οὖσαν, 

εἶναι; 
ΠΡΩ. Σφόδρα γε. 
ΣΩ. Χαίρομεν δ᾽ ἢ λυπούμεθα, ὅταν ἐπ᾽ αὐτῇ γελῶμεν; 
TIP2. δῆλον ὅτι χαίρομεν. 
32. Ἡδονὴν δ᾽ ἐπὶ τοῖς τῶν φίλων χαχοῖς, οὐ φϑόνον 

ἔφαμεν εἶναι τὸν [τοῦτο] ἀπιεργαζόμενον; 
ΠΡΩ. “Aveyzn. 
ΣΩ, Τελῶντας ἄρ᾽ ἡμᾶς ἐπὶ τοῖς τῶν φίλων γελοίοις φη-. 

σὶν ὃ λόγος, χκεραννύντας ἡδονὴν φϑόνῳ, λύπῃ τὴν ἡδονὴν ξυγ- 
χεραννύναι" τὸν γὰρ φϑόνον ὡμολογῆσϑαι λύπην τῆς ψυχῆς 
ἡμῖν πάλαι, τὸ δὲ γελᾶν ἡδονήν, ἅμα γίγνεσϑαι δὲ τούτω ἐν 
τούτοις τοῖς χρόνοις. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αληϑῆ. 
22. Myrier δὴ viv ὃ λόγος ἡμῖν ἐν ϑρήνοις τε καὶ [ἐν 

τραγῳδίαις,) μὴ τοῖς δράμασι μόνον ἀλλὰ τῇ τοῦ βίου ξυμ- 
σιάσῃ τραγῳδίᾳ χαὶ χωμωδίᾳ, λύπας ἡδοναῖς ἅμα χεράννυσϑαι, 
καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις δὴ μυρίοις. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αδύνατον μὴ ὁμολογεῖν; ταῦτα, ὦ Σώκρατες, εἰ καί 
τις φιλονειχοῖ πάνυ πρὸς τἀναντία. 

ΣΩ. Ὀργὴν μὴν καὶ πόϑον καὶ ϑρῆνον καὶ φόβον καὶ 
ἔρωτα χαὶ ζῆλον καὶ φϑόνον προὐϑέμεϑα καὶ dado τοιαῦτα, 

C ἐν οἷς ἔφαμεν εὑρήσειν μιγνύμενα τὰ νῦν πολλάκις λεγόμενα. 

ἦ γάρ; 
ΠΡΩ. Ναί. 

Β 

τούτω] φϑόνον χαὶ γελῶτα. The MSS. 
have τοῦτο. 

[ἐν τραγῳδίαις}] This could not occur 
without a corresponding mention of 
comedy ; but the words are an idle ad- 
dition. The unusual break after ἐν 
Ὡρήνοις te χαὶ made some grammarian 
think there was a gap, and, as we have 

seen, in the eyes of these men a gap 
was a place for the exercise of their 
healing powers. ἐν ϑρήνοις te χαὶ ἐν 
τραγῳδίαις, has one preposition too 
many. 

ἐν ols ἔφαμεν εὑρήσειν] ἔφαμεν is my 
correction of the MS. reading φαμέν. 
The reference is to 46, E. 



IIAATQNOS ΦΙΛΗΒΟΣ. 89 

32. Πϊανϑάνομεν οὖν ὅτι ϑρήνου πέρι καὶ φϑόνου καὶ 
ὀργῆς πάντ᾽ ἐστὶ τὰ νῦν δὴ διαπτερανϑέντα; 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ οὐ μανϑάνομεν; 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν πολλὰ ἔτι τὰ λοιπά; 

TIP2. Καὶ πάνυ γε. 
ΣΩ, Ae δὴ τί μάλισϑ᾽ ὑπολαμβάνεις μὲ δεῖξαί σοι τὴν 

ἐν τῇ χωμῳδίᾳ μῖξιν; ag οὐ πίστεως χάριν ὅτι τήν γ᾽ ἐν τοῖς 
φόβοις χαὶ ἔρωσι καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις ῥδάδιον κρᾶσιν ἐτειδεῖξαι; D 

λαβόντα δὲ τοῦτο παρὰ σαυτῷ [ἀφεῖναί μὲ] μηκέτι ἐπ᾽ ἐχεῖνα 
ἰόντα δεῖν μηχύνειν τοὺς λόγους, ἀλλ᾽ ἁπλῶς λαβεῖν τοῦτο, 
ὅτι χαὶ σῶμα ἄνευ ψυχὴς καὶ ψυχὴ ἄνευ σώματος καὶ κοινῇ 
μετ ἀλλήλων ἐν τοῖς παϑήμασι μεστά ἐστι συγχεχραμένης 
ἡδονῆς λύπαις; νῦν οὖν λέγε, τεότερα ἀφίης μὲ ἢ μέσας ποιή- 
σεις νύχτας; εἰτιὼν δὲ σμιχρὰ οἶμαί σου τεύξεσϑαι μεϑεῖναί 
με" τούτων γὰρ ἁπάντων αὔριον ἐθελήσω σοι λόγον δοῦναι, τὰ Ἐ 
viv δ᾽ ἐπὶ τὰ hone βούλομαι στέλλεσϑαι πρὸς τὴν κρίσιν ἣν 
Φίληβος ἐπιτάττει. 

ΠΡΩ. Καλῶς εἶπες, ὦ Σώκρατες" 

διέξελϑε ὅπῃ σοι φίλον. 

ΣΩ. Κατὰ φύσιν τοίνυν μετὰ τὰς μιχϑείσας ἡδονὰς tae 
δή τινος ἀνάγχης ἐπτὶ τὰς ἀμίχτους πορευοίμιεϑ᾽ ἂν ἐν τῷ μέρει. 

ΠΡΏ. Καλλιστ᾽ eines. 

22. Ἐχὼ δὴ πειράσομαι μεταλαβὼν σημαίνειν ὑμῖν αὐτάς. 

OAW ὅσα λοιπὰ ἡμῖν 

51 

λαβόντα δὲ] When I affirmed that 
λαβόντα ἀφεῖναι could not depend on 
πίστεως χάριν, I was so little aware of 
the extent to which the text had been 
choked with foolish comments that 
sooner than suspect α εἴναι, I threw 
the construction upon ap’ οὐχ ὑπολαμ- 
Pavers δεῖν, confessing that δεῖν was 
out of its place, but pleading that there 
was no other possible way of account- 
ing for these infinitives. But when we 
remove ἀφεῖναι με, everything is right: 
what Socrates has said is a pledge, that 
it would be easy to say more, and a proof 
that having given this earnest he need 
not prolong the conversation by pro- 
ceeding to the consideration of the other 
passions. ἀφεῖναί pe μηχέτι δεῖν μὴη- 
χύνειν is a strange combination to ex- 

press ἀφεῖναί με τοῦ μηχύνειν; for while 
it is longer than the other, it is really 
more elliptical. 

μέσας ποιήσεις νύκτας] Will you 
make it midnight? The plural is used 
in speaking of the progress of the night, 
as πόρρω τῶν νυχτῶν. Symp. 217, D; 
Prot. 310, p; Arist. Nub. τ. μέσας νύχ- 
τας γενέσϑαι, Rep. 621, 8. 

μεταλαβών] Only a few inferior co- 
pies have this reading in place of με- 
ταβαλών. But they have blundered on 
the truth. Socrates does not change 
but takes in exchange. Stallbaum has 
confounded these two senses in his 
note on 21, Ὁ. quoting passages from 
the Parmenides and the Symposium 
where μεταβαλὼν is correctly given. 
There is a passage in the Laws which 
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τοῖς γὰρ φάσχουσι huma@y εἶναι τταῦλαν στιάσας τὰς ἡδονὰς ov 

nave πῶς τιείϑομαι, ἀλλ᾽, ὅσπιερ εἴπτον, μάρευσι καταχρῶμαι 
190g τὸ τινὰς ἡδονὰς εἶναι δοχούσας, οὔσας δ᾽ οὐδαμῶς, καὶ 

ν᾿ x 
μεγάλας ἑτέρας τινὰς ἅμα χαὶ τεολλὰς φαντασϑείσας, [εἶναι δ᾽ 

αὐτὰς} συμτιεφυρμένας ὁμοῦ λύπαις τε καὶ ἀνα:ταύσεσιν odv- 
γῶν τῶν μεγίστων EEL TE σώματος χαὶ ψυχῆς ατορίας. 

Β ΠΡΩ, ᾿Αληϑεῖς δ᾽ αὖ τίνας, ὦ Σώχρατες, ὑπολαμβάνων 
ὀρϑὼς τις διανοοῖτ᾽ ἂν; 

ΣΩ, Τὰς περί τε τὰ καλὰ λεγόμενα χρώματα, καὶ σιερὲ τὰ 
σχήματα, καὶ τῶν ὀσμῶν τὰς πλείστας, καὶ τὰς τῶν φϑόγγων, 

ν ὦ Ν » , > at »” Ἀν ἂν , ‘ λ 

χαὶ ὅσα τὰς ἐνδείας ἀναισϑήτους ἔχοντα χαὶ ἀλύττους τὰς why- 

ρώσεις αἰσϑητὰς καὶ ἡδείας χαϑαρὰς λυτειῶν παραδίδωσιν. 
TIP, Πῶς δὴ ταῦτ᾽, ὦ Σώχρατες, αὖ λέγομεν οὕτως; 

XQ. Πώνυ μὲν [οὖν] οὐχ εὐθὺς δῆλά ἐστιν ἃ λέγω, στει-. 
, ‘ q - U ‘ , > co wn 

C oaréoy μὴν δηλοῦν. σχημάτων ve yao χάλλος οὐχ ὅπερ ἂν 
« , c ‘ ~ ~ , wn , » 

ὑπολάβοιεν οἱ :τολλοὲ πειρῶμαι νῦν λέγειν, ἢ ζώων 1) τινῶν 
"- ' 299)? G7 , e £ , ik 
ζωγραφημάτων, ἀλλ΄ εὐϑύ τι λέγω, φησὶν ὃ λόγος, “ai 7τερι-- 

\ ‘ > ‘ , ‘ , 

φερὲς καὶ AO τούτων δὴ τά 

contains both words, and will shew 
the distinction between the two. It 
is here given as, in my opinion, it 
ought to be read. Laws, 904, Ὁ. μείζω 
δ᾽ ἤθη ψυχὴ χαχίας ἢ ἀρετῆς ὅταν 
μεταί ay διὰ τὴν αὐτῆς βούλησίν τε 
χαὶ ὁμιλίαν γενομένην ἐσχυράν, ὁπόταν 
μὲν ἀρετῇ Stig προσμίξασα γίγνηται 
διαφερόντως τοιαύτη, διαφέροντα χαὶ 
μετέλαβε τόπον, ἁγίαν ὁδὸν μεταχομι- 
σϑεῖσα [εἰς ἀμείνω τινὰ τόπον ἕτερον). 
Compare what has preceded: μεμηχά- 
νῆται δὴ πρὸς πᾶν τοῦτο τὸ ποῖόν τι 
γιγνόμενον ἀεὶ ποίαν ἕδραν δεῖ pera- 
λαμβάνον clxiZector, χαὶ τίνας ποτὲ 
τόπους. 

[εἶναι δ᾽ atrds]] These words inter- 
rupt the continuity of the description; 
πολλὰς φαντασϑείσας appearing in many 
shapes, why ?—ouprequoévas—because 
they are adulterated with pains and 
reliefs &e. 

ἡδείας καθαρὰς λυπῶν) The two last 
words neither require a conjunction to 
precede them, nor is there the least 
ground of suspicion against them; they 
are added as descriptive of the manner 
in which the πληρώσεις are ἡδεῖαι. 

τὲ τοῖς τόρνοις γιγνόμεν᾽ ἐπί- 

Πάνν μὲν [οὖν]] Nothing can be more 
out of place here than this frequent 
formula. Socrates is not correcting, 
but conceding; and in this sense μὲν 
οὖν cannot be employed. But it may 
be said that μὲν belongs to the sentence, 
and is in apodosis to a suppressed δὲ 
contained in μήν, while οὖν characterises 
the answer, so that the combination of 
the two words here is purely accidental. 
I have no doubt that this is the true 
explanation of μέν, but the particle 
after it in this case would most certain- 
ly be γοῦν. We must either restore 
this—but γοῦν οὐκ generally becomes 
oUxouv—yé, or suppose οὖν itself to be 
owing to the frequent combination of 
μὲν and οὖν. Πάνν belongs more es- 
pecially to δῆλα. 

τά TE τοῖς τόρνοις] As Hesychius 
defines the τόρνος as a carpenter’s in- 
strument by which circular figures are 
described, ἐπίπεδα cannot be trianguli 
or quadrata (Stallb.). The order fol- 
lowed is an inverted one; the products 
of rules and compasses correspond to 
the εὐθὺ σχῆμα, and those of the t49- 
γος to the περιφερές. 
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πεδά τε καὶ στερεὰ καὶ τὰ τοῖς χανόσι χαὶ γωνίαις, εἴ μου 

μανϑάνεις. ταῦτα γὰρ οὐκ εἶναι mode τι καλὰ λέγω, χαϑάπερ 

ἄλλα, ἀλλ᾽ ἀεὶ καλὰ xed αὑτὰ πεφυχέναι χαί τινας ἡδονὰς D 

οἰχείας ἔχειν, οὐδὲν ταῖς τῶν χνήσεων τιροσφερεῖς" χαὶ χρώ- 

ματα δὴ τοῦτον τὸν τύπον ἔχοντα [καλὰ καὶ fords]. ἀλλ᾽ 
ἄρα μανϑάνομεν, ἢ πῶς; ; 

ΠΡΩ. Πειρῶμαι μέν, ὦ Σώχρατες" πειράϑητι δὲ καὶ σὺ 

σαφέστερον ἔτι λέγειν. 
ΣΩ. Aéyw δὴ τὰς τῶν φϑόγγων *** τὰς λείας καὶ λαμ- 

σιράς, τὰς ἕν τι καϑαρὸν ἰείσας μέλος, οὐ τιρὸς ἕτερον καλὰς 
ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὰς xa? αὑτὰς εἶναι, xai τούτων ξυμφύτους ἡδονὰς 
ἑπομένας. 

ΠΡΩ. 

ΣΩ, Td δὲ περὶ τὰς ὀσμὰς ἥτεον μὲν τούτων ϑεῖον γένος ἢ 
ἡδονῶν" τὸ δὲ μὴ συμμεμῖχϑαι ἐν αὐταῖς ἀναγχαίους λύπας, 
χαὶ bun τοῦτο καὶ ἐν ὅτῳ τυγχάνει. γεγονὸς ἡμῖν, τοῦτ᾽ ἐχεί- 
vous τίϑημι ἀντίστροφον ἅπαν. ἀλλ᾽, 8 κατανοεῖς, ταῦτα εἴδη 
δύο λέγομεν ἡδονῶν. 

ΠΡΩ, ΜΚατανοῶ. 

ΣΩ, Ἔτι δὴ τοίνυν τούτοις i einai τὰς περὶ τὰ μα 52 
ϑήματα ἧδονάς, εἰ ἄρα δοχοῦσιν ἡμῖν αὗται σπιείνας μὲν μὴ 
ἔχειν τοῦ μανϑάνειν μηδὲ διὰ μαϑημάτων στείνην ἀλγηδόνας ἐξ 
ἀρχῆς γενομένας. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾽.1λλ᾽ οὕτω ξυνδοχεῖ. 
ΣΩ. Τί δέ; μαϑημάτων πληρωϑεῖσιν ἐὰν ὕστερον ano- 

βολαὶ διὰ τῆς λήϑης γίγνωνται, χαϑορᾷς τινὰς ἐν αὐταῖς ἀλ- 
γηδόνας; 

ΠΡΩ, OV τι φύσει γε, ἀλλ᾽ ἔν τισι λογισμοῖς τοῦ παϑή- 
ματος, ὅταν τις στερηϑεὶς λυττηϑῇ διὰ τὴν χρείαν. 

᾿Ἐστὶ γὰρ οὖν καὶ τοῦτο. 

Β 

κνήσεων] This is Van Heusde’s cor- 
rection for χινήσεων; the same scholar 
also changed χινήσει to χνήσει in the 
passage above. It is strange that the 
Zurich editors should not have adopted 
these corrections. 

φθύγγων] The feminine noun which 
denotes the description of sounds, and 

which has dropped out here, as is evi- 
dent from the repetition of the article, 
is perhaps ἰδέας. Some propose φω- 

vay in place of φϑόγγων, but leave the 
second τὰς to shift for itself. It is 
more likely that Plato would use φϑόγ- 
γῶν, as he had done so before, and as 
it is more comprehensive than φωνῶν. 

λέγομεν] For this all MSS. and Edi- 
tions have λεγομένων; but Plato would 
not speak of the veal pleasures as things 
called pleasures. 

λογισμοῖς τ. w.] The genitive does 
not express concerning, but λογίζονται 
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22. Καὶ μήν, ὦ μαχάριε, viv γ᾽ ἡμεῖς αὐτὰ τὰ τῆς φύ- 
σεως μόνον παϑήματα χωρὶς τοῦ λογισμοῦ διαπτεραίνομεν. 

ΠΡΩ, ᾿Αληϑῆὴ τοίνυν λέγεις, ὅτι χωρὶς λύπης ἡμῖν λήϑη 
γίγνεται ἑχάστοτ᾽ ἐν τοῖς μαϑήμασιν. 

ΣΩ. Ταύτας τοίνυν τὰς τῶν μαϑημάτων ἡδονὰς ἀμίχτους 
τε εἶναι λύπαις ῥητέον χαὶ οὐδαμῶς τῶν πολλῶν ἀνθρώπων 
ἀλλὰ τῶν σφόδρα ὀλίγων. 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ οὐ ῥητέον; : 
C ΣΩ. Οὐκοῦν ὅτε μετρίως ἤδη διαχεχρίμεϑα χωρὶς τάς τε 
χαϑαρὰς ἡδονὰς χαὶ τὰς σχεδὸν ἀκαϑάρτους ὀρϑῶς ἂν λεχϑεί- 

σας, προσϑῶμεν τῷ λόγῳ τὰς μὲν χατὰ τὸ μέγα χαὶ τὸ σφο-- 

δρὸν αὐτῶν καὶ πολλάκις καὶ ὀλιγάκις γιγνομένας τοιαύτας, 
τῆς τοῦ ἀτιείρου τ᾽ ἐκείνου xed ἧττον χαὶ μᾶλλον διά τε σώ- 

D ματος χαὶ ψυχῆς φερομένου εἶναι γένους, τὰς δὲ μὴ τῶν ἐμ-. 
μέτρων. 

3 ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑότατα λέγεις, ὦ Σώχρατες. 
22. Ἔτι τοίνυν πρὸς τούτοις μετὰ ταῦτα τόδ᾽ αὐτῶν δια- 

ϑεατέον. F 

TIP2. To ποῖον; 

22. Ti ποτὲ χρὴ φάναι πρὸς ἀλήϑειαν εἶναὶ τὸ καϑαρόν 

τὸ πάθημα is what they do; so that 
the phrase should be rendered “in the 
account they take of the accident”. 

Οὐκοῦν] I should have bracketed but 
left in the text the interpolations, by 
which this passage has been so long 
rendered unintelligible, but that there 
were other corrections needed, so that 
it would only have created confusion 
to put the new and the old together. 
προσθῶμεν τῷ λόγῳ is surely not dif- 
ficult to understand. Socrates wishes to 
add one more remark to this part of 
his subject. But some one who took no 
notice of τῷ λόγῳ must needs have it 
that some quality is to be added to some 
kind; so he inserts after τῷ λόγῳ the 
sentence ταῖς μὲν σφοδραῖς ἡδοναῖς ἀμε- 
τρίαν, ταῖς δὲ μὴ τοὐναντίον ἐμμετρίαν. 
But the λόγος is intent not merely on 
giving the names but on dividing into 
the several classes of τὰ ἄπειρα and τὰ 
ἔμμετρα, and does not even use the 
greatness and the intensity as proofs, 

but says that all such as vary in their 
greatness and intensity belong to the 
ἄπειρον which itself pervades mind and 
matter, now less and now more. I will 
now mention the other changes I have 
made, ταῖς μὲν--τὰς μέν, χαὶ τὸ--- 

AY s y 3 Decree FF 
χατὰ TO, σφοδρὸν αὐ---σφοδοὺν av i.e. 
αὐτῶν, ἀπείρου γε---ἀπείρου τε, (the 
Bodleian has τὲ ye), [προσϑῶμεν av- 
ταῖς] after φερομένον, ταῖς---τάς, the 
last with MS. authority. 

διαθεατέον] This is Van Heusde’s 
emendation for διαδετέον; it had been 
anticipated by the Venice MS. Σ, a 
copy full of conjectural variations. 

πρὸς ἀλήθειαν) ‘i.e. in relation to 
truth. As this is the constant and onl: 
admissible meaning of these words, ὴ 
before εἰλιχοινὲς can only be retained on 

condition of our changing Τί ποτε into 
Τί πρότερον. Otherwise, we must change 
ἢ itself into χαί. The remainder of the 
sentence is faulty as to the arrangement 
of the conjunctions and articles. I would 
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τε nai εἰλιχρινὲς χαὶ τὸ σφόδρα ve [καὶ τὸ] πολὺ καὶ [τὸ] 

μέγα, χαὶ πρὸς τὸ χαλόν; 
ΠΡΩ. Ti ποτ᾽ ἄρα, ὦ Σώχρατες, ἐρωτᾷς βουλόμενος; 

ΣΩ. 
Sy , 2 ες \ ~” > 

χαὶ ἐπιστήμης, EL TO μὲν ἂρ 

Mydév, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ἐπιλείγεειν ἐλέγχων ἡδονῆς τε 

αὐτῶν ἑχατέρου χαϑαρόν ἐστι, E 
τὸ δ᾽ οὐ χαϑαρόν, ἵνα χαϑαρὸν Excregov ἰὸν εἰς τὴν χρᾶσιν 
ἐμοὶ χαὶ σοὶ καὶ ξυνάπασι τοῖσδε bg παρέχῃ τὴν κρίσιν. 

ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑότατα. 
XQ. ᾿Ἴϑι δΥ, τιερὶ πάντων, ὅσα καϑαρὰ γένη λέγομεν, οὑτωσὶ 

διανοηϑ μεν" “τροελόμενοι τιρῶτον αὐτῶν ἕν τι διασχοπῶμεν. 53 

Td λευχὸν ἐν τοῖς πρῶτον, εἰ βούλει, ϑεασώμεϑα 
ΠΡΩ. Ti οὖν προελώμεϑα; 
ΣΩ. 

γένος. 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ. Πῶς οὖν ἂν λευχοῦ nai τίς χαϑαρότης ἡμῖν εἴη; τιό- 

τερὰ τὸ μέγιστόν τε xai τιλεῖστον ἢ τὸ ἀχρατέστατον, ἐν ᾧ 
χρώματος μηδεμία μοῖρα ἄλλου μηδενὸς ἐνείη; 

read τὸ σφόδρα πολύ τε χαὶ μέγα, χαὶ 
τὸ ἱχανόν. Which must we consider as 
the first in relation to Truth? The pure 
and the unmixed? or the exceedingly 
numerous or great, and the sufficient ? 
According to this arrangement, each 
member of the comparison will consist 
of two parts, for πολὺ ἢ μέγα or πολὺ 
wa. μέγα are merely explanatory ad- 
juncts of σφόδρα; compare below μέ- 
γιστόν te χαὶ πλεῖστον." I leave this 
note as I wrote it many years ago. 
There is very little in it that I would 
wish to modify, except as to ixavov. 
On reference to the Introduction it will 
be seen that μέτρον which is just dis- 
posed of, and ἀλήθεια and κάλλος are 
those Ideas which play a most im- 
portant part in the concluding pages 
of the Dialogue. [Ὁ will also be seen 
in the very next page that ἀχηϑέστα- 
τον and κάλλιστον, κάλλιον χαὶ ἀλη- 
ϑέστερον, ἀχησεστέρα xa) καλλίων are 
dwelt on together in the conclusion of 
the argument here started. Now what 
was to be proved, must have been pro- 
pounded ; and it cannot have been pro- 
pounded elsewhere. For this reason I 
have written χαὶ πρὸς τὸ χαλόν. 

εἰ τὸ μὲν ἄρ᾽ αὐτῶν] Not whether but 
#f, as is plain from the addition of ἄρα. 
If it should prove that one part of either 
is pure, and another impure. 

ἵνα καθαρόν] This depends upon μη- 
δὲν ἐπιλείπειν. Socrates wants to find 
all the pure kinds so far as he is able, 
because in these alone can the compa- 
rative merits of ἡδονὴ and νοῦς be de- 
termined. I believe the MS. εἰς τὴν χρί- 
σιν to be a corruption, for it is unneces- 
sary, and occasions an inelegant repe- 
tition. As the χρίσις was to be, ‘Which 
ingredient was of most importance in 
the mixture,’ and this must be deter- 
mined by mixing the purest specimens 
of each, 1 have so little doubt that εἰς 
τὴν χρᾶσιν is the true reading that 1 
have now admitted it into the Text. 

ἀκρατέστατον] The ancient gram- 
marians inform us that this is the su- 
perlative of &xpatos, an usage which 
to our ears destroys all distinction 
between the superlative of this word 
and that of ἀχρατής. I distrust them, 
but make no change. 
ἄλλου μηδενὸς ἐνείη] I have changed 

&kn into ἄλλου, which is absolutely ne- 
eessary for the sense. We must not 
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ΠΡΩ, 4ῆλον ὅτι τὸ μάλιστ᾽ εἰλικρινὲς by. 
ΣΩ, ᾿Ὀρϑῶς. de’ οὖν οὐ τοῦτ᾽ ἀληϑέστατον, ὦ Πρώταρχε, 

zai ἅμα δὴ χάλλιστον τῶν λευχῶν :ττάντων ϑήσομεν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ 
Β τὸ πλεῖστον οὐδὲ τὸ μέγιστον; 

ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑότατά γε. 
SQ. Σμιχρὸν ἄρα καϑαρὸν λευχὸν μεμιγμένου σεολλοῦ λευ-- 

- , oc \ U A ὩΝῃ ω as - 

χοῦ λευκότερον ἅμα χαὶ χάλλιον χαὶ ἀληϑέστερον ἐὰν φῶμεν 
γίγνεσϑαι, παντάπασιν ἐροῦμεν ὀρϑῶς. 

ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑύότατα μὲν οὖν. 
32. Ti οὖν; οὐ δή που πολλῶν δεησόμεϑα παραδειγμά- 

τῶν τοιούτων ἐπὶ τὸν τῆς ἡδονῆς wége λόγον, ἀλλ᾽ ἀρχεῖ νοεῖν 
« - > , «ς ΒΩ ‘ , ς 4 ‘ Ul ‘ 

ἡμῖν αὐτόϑεν, ὡς ἄρα χαὶ ξύμπασα ἣδονὴ σμιχρὰ μεγάλης καὶ 

ς 

λίων γίγνοιτ᾽ ty. 
ΠΡΩ. Σῳόδρα μὲν οὖν, καὶ τό ye παράδειγμ᾽ ἱκανόν. 
ΣΩ, Ti δὲ τὸ τοιόνδε; ἄρα περὶ ἡδονῆς οὐκ ἀχηκόαμεν 

ς > 8 , , > 2 > > »” ‘ , ig - 
ὡς ἀεὶ γένεσίς ἐστιν, οὐσία δ᾽ οὐχ ἔστι τὸ σταράπαν ἡδονῆς; 

χομιψοὶ γὰρ δή τινὲς αὖ τοῦτον τὸν λόγον ἐπιχειροῦσι μηνύειν 

Ο ὀλίγη πολλῆς χαϑαρὰ λύττης ἡδίων χαὶ ἀληϑεστέρα καὶ χαλ- 

D 

c τ ὃ " ͵ »” 
Huo, οις O&t χάριν ἔχειν. 

ΠΡΩ. τί δή; 
~ - ~ Σ 

32. Διαπερανοῦμαί σοι τοῦτ᾽ αὐτὸ ἐπανερωτῶν, ὦ Πρώ- 
τάρχε φίλε. 

ΠΡΩ. Aéyé χαὶ ἐρώτα μόνον. 
X2. Ἐστὸν δή τινε δύο, τὸ μὲν αὐτὸ xa? αὗτό, τὸ δ᾽ 

‘ > ἀεὶ ἐφιέμενον ἄλλου. 

suppose that ἂν is omitted before ἐνείη : 
it would be as contrary to Greek usage 
to employ it after a descriptive relative, 
as after ef with the optative. 

καθαρὰ λύπης] If it be unmixed with 
pain, which of course supposes that the 
other is not. ἡδίων is in fact ἄχηϑε- 
στέρα, but it is added because of λευ- 
χότερον. 

κομψοὶ γὰρ δή τινες] Trendelenburg 
understands this of Aristippus, who, 
according to Diogenes Laertius, ii. 87, 
taught that all pleasure was in χίνησις. 
But the school of Heraclitus and of 
Protagoras must have held the same 
doctrine. These could not, indeed, have 

formally denied οὐσία to pleasure, for 
that would have implied their conces- 
sion of it to other things; but pleasure 
itself would probably be one of the ex- 
amples by which they supported their 
argument. 

Τί 84;] Protarchus’ answer is not 
germane to the question dpa οὐκ axn- 
χοάμεν. Probably the words belong not 
to Protarchus but to Socrates, who stops 
himself and says—tt δέ; διαπεράνωμαι 
x. τ᾿ & To which Protarchus answers 
not by an ungracious Λέγε, but by Ὦ 
φίλε, λέγε x. τ. & This will rid us of 
the absurd collocation, ᾧ Πρώταργε 
φίλε. 

“ἀνὰ 
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ΠΡΩ. Πῶς τούτω χαὶ tive λέγεις; 3 > 

32. Τὴ μὲν σεμνότατον 
ἐχείνου. 

ἀεὶ πεφυχός, τὸ δ᾽ ἐλλιπὲς 

ΠΡΩ. Aéy ἔτι σαφέστερον. 
32. Παιδιχά που χαλὰ χαὶ ἀγαϑὰ τεϑεωρήκαμεν ἅμα χαὶ 

’ ‘ > ; 2 - 

ἐραστὰς ἀνδρείους αὑτῶν. 

ΠΡΩ, Σφόδρα γε. 

ΣΩ, 
Ν , co , ν᾽ 

χατὰ ττάντα doe λέγομεν εἰναι. 

ΠΡΩ. Td τρίτον ἔτ᾽ ἐρῶ, 
o , 

6 τι λέγεις. 

΄ ~ ἜΣ Τούτοις τοίνυν ἐοικότα δυοῖν οὖσι δύ᾽ ἄλλα ζήτει 

λέγε σαφέστερον, ὦ Σώχρατες, 

Σ 32. Οὐδέν τι ποιχίλον, ὦ Πρώταρχε" ἀλλ᾽ ὃ λόγος ἐρε- 
. - , oo ‘ \ 1 ͵ δ Oe ὟΣ 

σχηλεῖ νῷν, λέγει δ᾽ ὅτι τὸ μὲν ἕνεχά TOV τῶν ὄντων ἔσε 
aT J SY 3 ξ , irk 
ἀεί, TO δ᾽ οὗ χάριν ἕχάστοτε 

γίγνεται. 
τὸ τινὸς ἕνεχα γιγνόμενον ἀεὶ 

TIP2. Méyg ἔμαϑον διὰ τὸ πολλάκις λεχϑῆναι." 

ΣΩ. 

ϑόντος τοῦ λόγου. 

TIP2. Ti γὰρ οὔ; 

Taya δ᾽ ἴσως, ὦ mai, μᾶλλον μαϑησόμεϑα προελ- 

ΣΩ. Ato δὴ τάδ᾽ ἕτερα λάβωμεν. 
ΠΡΏ. Ποῖα; 

αι 

SQ. Ἕν μέν τι γένεσιν πάντων, τὴν δ᾽ οὐσίαν ἕτερον ἕν. 
TIP2. A’ ἀποδέχομαί σου ταῦτα, οὐσίαν χαὶ γένεσιν. 
ΣΩ, Ὀρϑότατα. πότερον οὖν τούτων ἕνεχα ποτέρου, τὴν 

γένεσιν οὐσίας ἕνεκα φῶμεν ἢ) τὴν οὐσίαν εἶναι γενέσεως ἕνεχα; 
- a , ‘yi 4 , co 

ΠΡΩ. Τοῦτο, 0 προσαγορεύεται οὐσία, εἰ γενέσεως ἕνεχα 

τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν ὕπερ ἐστί, νῦν πυνϑάνει; 

Td τρίτον ἔτ᾽ ἐρῶ] The Books have 
ὅσα λέγομεν εἶναι τὸ τρίτον ἑτέρῳ, out 
of which some have endeavoured to 
extract a miserable metaphysical joke. 
Protarchus had already asked twice 
for Socrates’ meaning,—Ilas τούτω χαὶ 
tive λέγεις; and again Λέγ᾽ ἔτι cagéd- 
otépov. For ὅσα λέγομεν εἶναι, com- 
pare above 16, c., τῶν λεγομένων εἷ- 
ναι. The correction proposed by Hir- 
schig in the Paris edition was made 
after I had communicated mine to him. 
I suppose that by this time he is con- 
vineed that Protarchus is for the third 

time telling Socrates to speak more 
plainly. It is true that he has only 
used λέγε σαφέστερον once before. 

ἐρεσιχηλεῖ The quotation from Par- 
thenius in the Htym. Mag. referred to 
by Pierson on Maris in v. ἐρεσχελεῖ, 
is apparently decisive as to the ortho- 
graphy of this word. If Pierson had 
known that the oldest MSS. of Plato 
have the ἡ, he would have pronounced 
with greater certainty in its favour. 
᾽Ερεσχελεῖ seems to have been a later 
form. : 
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ΠΡΩ. Πρὸς. ϑεῶν, ἄρ᾽ [ἂν] ἐπανερωτᾷς μὲ τοιόνδε τι; 
λέγ᾽, 

3: , , , ’ , ἢ ‘ 

ὦ Πρώταρχέ, μοι, πότερα πλοίων ναυττηγίαν ἕνεχα φὴς 

γίγνεσθαι μᾶλλον ἢ πλοῖα ἕνεκα ναυπηγίας; καὶ nev? ὁπόσα 
"ον τ , 

τοιαῦτ ἔστι; 

32. Aéyo τοῦτ᾽ αὐτό, ὦ Πρώταρχε. 
x > ~ ITP2. Ti οὖν οὐκ αὐτὸς ἀπεχρίνω σαυτῷ, ὦ Σώχρατες; 

32. Οὐδὲν 6 τι οὐ" σὺ μέντοι τοῦ λόγου συμμέτεχε. 
ΠΡΩ. 

ΣΩ. 

Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
‘ ‘ , ‘ uJ , , Ν , > 

Φημὶ δὴ γενέσεως μὲν ἕνεχα φάρμαχά ve καὶ wave 

Ο ὄργανα χαὶ πᾶσαν ὕλην πταρατίϑεσϑαι σπιᾶσιν, ἕχάστην δὲ γέ- 
γεσιν ἄλλην ἄλλης οὐσίας τινὸς ἑχάστης ἕνεχα γίγνεσϑαι, ξύμ- 
σιασαν δὲ γένεσιν οὐσίας ἕνεχα γίγνεσϑαι ξυμπάσης. 

ΠΡΩ. 

ΣΩ, Οὐκχοῦν ἡδονή γε, 
ye 2% > Lan U > » 

οὐσίας ἐξ ἀνάγχης γίγνοιτ᾽ ἂν. 

ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 

w , \ : Σαφέστατα μὲν οὖν. 
εἴγιερ γένεσίς ἐστιν, ἕνεχά τινος 

= 32. Τό ye μὴν οὗ ἕνεχα τὸ vend cov γιγνόμενον eet yi- 
γνεται, ἐν τῇ τοῦ ἀγαϑοῦ μοίρᾳ ἐχεῖνό ἐστι" τὸ δὲ τινὸς ἕνεχα 

z ~ 
γιγνόμενον εἰς ἄλλην, ὦ ἄριστε, μοῖραν ϑετέον. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿ΑἸναγχαιότατον. 
ΣΩ: AMR οὖν ἡδονή γ᾽ εἴστερ γένεσίς ἐστιν, εἰς ἄλλην ἢ 

τὴν τοῦ ἀγαϑοῦ μοῖραν αὐτὴν τιϑέντες ὀρϑῶς ϑήσομεν. 
ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑότατα μὲν οὖν. 

Οὐχοῦν, bre ἀρχόμενος εἶπον τούτου τοῦ λόγου, τῷ xO 

Πρὸς θεῶν) The MSS. and Edd. have 
Πρω. Mods ϑεῶν, ap’ ἂν ἐπανερωτᾷς 
pes Ze. Τοιόνδε τι λέγω, ὦ ὁ Πρώταρ) έ 
μοιν--- ---τοιαῦτ᾽ ἐστί, λέγω τοῦτ᾽ αὐτό, 
ὦ Πρώταρχε. It is strange that Bek- 
ker’s note, ‘to.6v3e——hee eidem dant 
SEH,’ has never led any one to the 
right distribution of this passage. ἂν 
before ἐπανερωτᾷς has led to all manner 
of conjectural emendations, but I be- 
lieve it to have arisen from a negligent 
repetition of gp. The absurdity of So- 
crates calling the same thing τοιόνδε τι 
and τοῦτ᾽ αὐτό, seems not to have 
struck the Editors. 

γίγνεται] Commonly γίγνοιτ᾽ ἄν, 

which is barbarous. 
followed, γίγνοιτο without ay would 
have been correct; but with ἐστὶ we 
must have either ἀεὶ γίγνεται or ἀεὶ av 
γίγνηται, and even the latter would be 
in much better accordance with some- 
thing more remote than ἐστί, such as 
ἔσται or ἀνάγχη εἶναι. 
᾿Αλλ οὖν---γε] Here again the MSS. 

have the absurd reading ‘Ap’ οὖν. The 
conclusion follows so necessarily from 
that which has been said, that it would 
be quite out of place to make it the 
subject of a question; the presence of 
ye shows not only the corruption, but 
the sure method of correcting it. 

Had ἐκεῖνο ὃ ἂν εἴη 
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μηνύσαντι τῆς ἡδονῆς πέρι τὸ γένεσιν μέν, οὐσίαν δὲ μηδ᾽ ἣν- 
τινοῦν αὐτῆς εἶναι, χάριν ἔχειν δεῖ. δῆλον γὰρ ὅτι οὗτος τῶν 

φασχόντων ἡδονὴν ἀγαϑὸν εἶναι καταγελᾷ. 
ΠΡΩ. Σφόδρα γε. 
SQ. Καὶ μὴν ὃ αὐτὸς οὗτος ἑχάστοτε χαὶ τῶν ἐν ταῖς E 

γενέσεσιν ἀποτελουμένων καταγελάσεται. 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς δὴ καὶ ποίων λέγεις; 

XQ. Τῶν ὅσοι ἐξιώμενοι ἢ πείνην ἢ δίψαν ἢ τι τῶν τοι- 
ούτων, ὅσα γένεσις ἐξιᾶται, χαίρουσι διὰ τὴν γένεσιν ἅτε ἧδο- 

γῆς οὔσης αὐτῆς, καί φασι ζῆν οὐχ ἂν δέξασϑαι μὴ διψῶντές 
τε χαὶ πεινῶντες, καὶ τἄλλα, & τις ἂν εἴποι, πάντα τὰ ἕπό- 

μενα τοῖς τοιούτοις παϑύμασι, μὴ πάσχοντες. 
ΠΡΩ. ἘΕοίχασι γοῦν. 55 
32. Οὐκοῦν τῷ γίγνεσϑαί ye τοὐναντίον ἅπαντες τὸ φϑεί- 

ρεσϑαι φαῖμεν ἄν. 
TIP2. ᾿Αναγκαῖον. 
ΣΩ, Τὴν δὴ φϑορὰν καὶ γένεσιν αἱροῖτ᾽ ἄν τις τοῦϑ᾽ 

αἱρούμενος, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τὸν τρίτον ἐκεῖνον βίον, τὸν ἐν ᾧ μήτε 
χαίρειν μήτε λυπεῖσϑαι, φρονεῖν δ᾽ ἦν δυνατὸν ὡς οἷόν τε κα- 
ϑαρώτατα. 

ΠΡΩ. Πολλή τις, ὡς ἔοιχεν, ὦ Σώχρατες, ἀλογία ξυμ- 
βαίνει γίγνεσϑαι, ἐάν τις τὴν ἡδονὴν ὡς ἀγαϑὸν ἡμῖν τιϑῆται. 

SQ. Πολλή, ἐπεὶ καὶ τῇδ᾽ ἔτι λέγωμεν, --- 
TPQ. πῇ; . 
32. Πῶς οὐκ ἄλογόν ἐστι μηδὲν ἀγαϑὸν εἶναι μηδὲ κα- B 

Lov «μήτ᾽ ἐν σώμασι μήτ᾽ ἐν πολλοῖς ἄλλοις τιλὴν ἐν ψυχῇ, καὶ 
ἐνταῦϑ'᾽ ἡδονὴν μόνον, ἀνδρίαν δ᾽ ἢ σωφροσύνην ἢ νοῦν ἢ τι 
τῶν ἄλλων ὅσ᾽ [ἀγαϑὰ] εἴληχε ψυχή, μηδὲν τοιοῦτον εἶναι; 

ἔχειν δεῖ] The best MSS. have δεῖν. 
This error is of continual occurrence in 
infinitives having the circumflex, which 
is so easily confounded with the sigla 
of ν. 

ὁ αὐτὸς οὗτος] This is a bitter sneer 
at Aristippus, defining pleasure as a 
γένεσις, and yet preaching pleasure. 
The difference between οἱ φάσχοντες 
and of ἀποτελούμενοι is that between 
philosophers, and men who follow a 

Platonis Philebus, 

certain mode of life. By understanding 
this difference we are enabled to do 
without my change of ὅσοι into ὅσ᾽ ol, 
but I still doubt whether we do not 
require εὐδαιμόνων or μαχαρίων after 
ἀποτελουμένων. 

[ἀγαθά “It is unreasonable to sup- 
pose that of all the things which be- 
long to the mind such as_ courage, 
temperance, intelligence, &c. pleasure is 
the only one entitled to be called good,” 

" 
4 
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πρὸς τούτοις δ᾽ ἔτι τὸν μὴ χαίροντα, ἀλγοῦντα δέ, ἀναγχάζε-- 
σϑαι φάναι χαχὸν εἶναι τότε, ὅταν ἀλγῇ, χἂν 7, ἄριστος πάν- 
τῶν, χαὶ τὸν χαίροντ᾽ αὖ, ὅσῳ μᾶλλον χαίρει, τότε, ὅταν χαίρῃ, 

Ο τοσούτῳ διαφέρειν πιρὸς ἀρετήν; 
ΠΡΩ. Πάντ᾽ ἐστὶ ταῦτα, ὦ Σώχρατες, ὡς δυνατὸν ἀλο- 

γώτατα. 
32. Mh) τοίνυν ἡδονῆς μὲν πάντως ἐξέτασιν πᾶσαν ἐπι- 

χειρῶμεν ποιήσασϑαι, νοῦ δὲ χαὶ ἐπιστήμης οἷον φειδόμενοι 
σφόδρα φανῶμεν" γενναίως δέ, εἰ aH te σαϑρὸν ἔχει, πᾶν 
γεεριχρούωμεν, [Ec] 6 τι δὲ καϑαρώτατόν ἐστ᾽ αὐτῶν φύσει, 
τοῦτο χατιδόντες εἰς τὴν χρᾶσιν χρώμεϑα τὴν χοινὴν τοῖς TE 

τούτων χαὶ τοῖς τῆς ἡδονῆς μέρεσιν ἀληϑεστάτοις. 

ΠΡΩ. ὌὈρϑῶς. 
YO mwas 

This is a fair appeal to common sense; 
but if you add ἀγαθά, you beg the 
question. Philebus could not say that 
of all dyad this is the only one 
without a manifest contradiction. 

εἴ πή τι σαθρὸν ἔχει] The verb σή- 
Sw, to strain or percolate, has the same 
relation to σαϑρὸς as σήπω to σαπρός. 
Hence the proper meaning of the word 
σαϑρὸς is, that which suffers anything 
to run through it; it is therefore used 
of a leaky or cracked vessel. To ring 
a vessel in order to ascertain its sound- 
ness, is περιχρούειν (with coins xwdw- 
νίζειν) ; and then it was said either 
ὑγιὲς or σαϑρὸν BopBetv—nysiv—odey- 
γεσϑαι. The conjecture on this place, 
σαξϑρὸν ἠχεῖ, is not admissible, for if 
this had been the meaning, the future 
must have been used. 

ὅ τι δὲ καθαρώτατον] The common 
reading is ἕως δ᾽ τι χαϑαρώτατον---. 
But ἕως χρώμεϑα is barbarous; and if 
we desired to retain ἕως, no change short 
of the following would be really suffi- 
cient: ἕως ἂν χατίδωμεν, χατιδόντες δὲ 
--Οοχρησώμεϑα. 

εἰς τὴν κρᾶσιν] Stallbaum has un- 
fully defended χρίσιν against 

Schleiermacher, who proposed χρᾶσιν. 
There is no question of the comparison 
at present, but of the admixture, in 
order to which, as Socrates had already 
observed (52, Ἐ), it is necessary to have 

Οὐχοῦν ἡμῖν τὸ μέν, οἶμαι, δημιουργικόν ἐστι τῆς 

each kind in its purest state. χρῆσθαι 
μέρεσιν εἰς χρᾶσιν is as elegant as χρῆ- 
oSat μ. εἰς χρίσιν (τῶν μερῶν) is the 
reverse. 

Οὐκοῦν ἡμῖν] If we would under- 
stand the drift of this question, we must 
divest ourselves of any notion that 
Plato is intending to establish a formal 
classification. His sole object is to show 
that there are two elements in ἐπιστή- 
yy, namely the production of tangible 
results, and the information of the mind. 
The latter is not pointed out for its 
own sake, but to give relief and de- 
finiteness to the former which is its 
opposite; and the former is mentioned, 
because it enables him to introduce 
music and several other arts under one 
head as χειροτεχνίαι. This explanation 
disposes of the suspicion about some 
portion of the text having been lost, 
and fully accounts for the fact that So- 
crates never returns to the head of arts 
περὶ παιδείαν. But why does he choose 
the arts which he calls χειροτεχνίαι as 
the subject of particular enquiry? Be- 
cause in these again there is a twofold 
element; the element of certainty de- 
rived from the mathematical sciences 
under which they work, and the em- 
pirical element. Now as one of these 
is scientific (ἐπιστήμης ἐχόμενον) and 
the other not, it is necessary to show 
this, as determining the greater or less 
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‘ ‘ U > , ‘ ‘ ‘ , ‘ 

[περὶ τὰ μαϑήματα) ἐπιστήμης, τὸ δὲ περὶ παιδείαν χαὶ TQ0- 

φήν. ἢ πῶς; 
ΠΡΩ. Οὕτως. 

22. 

Gl 

Ἐν δὴ τοῖς χειροτεχνίαις φιανρηϑῶμεν πρώταίς εἰ τὸ 

μὲν ἐπιστήμης αὖ μᾶλλον ἐχόμενον, τὸ δ᾽ ἧττον ἔνι, χαὶ δεῖ 

τὰ μὲν ὡς καϑαρώτερα νομίζειν, τὰ δ᾽ ὡς ἀχαϑαρτύότερα. 
ΠΡΩ. 

22, 

χωρίς. 

ΠΡΩ. Ποίας καὶ πῶς; 

Οὐχοῦν χρή. 
ν , c ‘ , « , 9 ~ 

Τὰς τοίνυν ἡγεμονιχὰς διαλητιτέον ἕχάστων αὐτῶν 

ΣΩ. Οἷον πασῶν που τεχνῶν ἄν τις ἀριϑμητιχὴν χωρίζῃ E 
χαὶ μετρητιχὴν καὶ στατιχήν, ὡς ἔπος εἰπεῖν, φαῦλον τὸ κα- 
ταλειτεύμενον ἑχάστης [ἂν γίγνοιτο]. 

ΠΡΩ. Φαῦλον μὲν δή. 
ΣΩ. Τὸ γοῦν μετὰ ταῦτ᾽ δ" , IN ‘ ‘ 

εἰχάζειν λείποιτ᾽ ἂν nai τὰς 

αἰσϑήσεις χαταμελετᾶν ἐμπειρίᾳ χαί τινι τριβῆ, ταῖς τῆς στο- 
χαστιχῆς προσχρωμένους δυνάμεσιν, ἃς πολλοὶ τέχνας ἐπονο- 

μάζουσι, μελέτῃ καὶ πόνῳ τὴν 

pureness of these parts of Intellect, as 
they had already sought out the greater 
or less pureness of the several kinds 
of Pleasure. As for the text, περὶ τὰ 
μαθήματα is to be understood either 
in its widest sense, and then it is su- 
perfluous; for what ἐπιστήμη is there 
which is not x. τ. μαϑήματαῦ Or it 
is to be taken in a restricted sense and 
then it is on its wrong side; for a 
knowledge περὶ τὰ μαθήματα is ἃ know- 
ledge περὶ τὴν παιδείαν. Sydenham 
saw that, χειροτεχνιχαῖς being an δά- 
jective, you must understand either téy- 
vas, which would be ridiculous, or ἐπι- 
στήμαις; but no ἐπιστῆμαι have been 
mentioned, (only ἐπιστήμη in general) 
so that there is nothing to justify the 
omission of ἐπιστήμαις here. These 
reasons seem to have been quite beyond 
the discernment of Stallbaum, who dis- 
misses Sydenham with an authoritative 
“male”, and one of his usual non-appo- 
site quotations. Thirdly I have written 
πρώταις for reasons-very obvious and 
very little regarded. In place of αὖ- 
τῶν, which is unmeaning, I have put 
αὖ which marks the second distinction. 

δώμην ἀπειργασμένας. 

χαϑαρώτατα has been already changed 
into xaSapuitepa before me. Not only 
ought the comparative to match the 
comparative, but any art which is xa- 
Sapwrtatn would on the withdrawal 
of the scientific element cease altogether ; 
for if the pureness is according to the 
presence of the mathematical science, 
the most pure must have this not only 
as predominating but as excluding all 
empirical admixture, and when this is 
withdrawn, there remains—nothing. 

ἄν τις 6. χωρίζῃ---ἰἄν γίγνοιτο) This 
combination is not Greek; and the se- 
cond half can be omitted without any 
detriment to the sense. 

Φαῦλον μὲν δή) This is the form of 
simple asseat; if, in place of repeating 
φαῦλον, he had said φαυλότατον, μὲν 
οὖν would have been added; if his as- 
sent had been restricted, γοῦν. There is 
also a shade of difference between μέν- 
tot the old reading, and μὲν δὴ the 
reading of the Bodleian. The former 
is the more suitable when the answerer 
adds the weight of his own authority 
to the mere assent. 

τὴν ῥώμην ἀπειργασμένας] The pro- 
7 #* 

56 
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ΠΡΏ. ᾿Αναγχαιότατα λέγεις. 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν μεστὴ μέν που μουσικὴ πρῶτον, τὸ ξύμῴφω- 

vov ἁρμόττουσα οὐ μέτρῳ ἀλλὰ μελέτῃ στοχασμοῦ, καὶ ξύμ- 
mace αὐτὴ καὶ αὐλητική, τὸ μέτρον ἑχάστης χορδῆς τῷ στο- 

Ul , , c AY , ” 

χάζεσθαι φερομένης ϑηρεύουσα, wore πολὺ μεμιγμένον ἔχειν 

τὸ μὴ σαφές, σμιχρὸν δὲ τὸ βέβαιον. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αληϑέστατα. 
ΣΩ, Καὶ μὴν ἰατριχήν τε καὶ γεωργίαν καὶ κυβεργνητιχὴν 

καὶ στρατηγιχὴν ὡσαύτως εὑρήσομεν ἐχούσας. 
ΠΡΩ. Καὶ πάνυ γε. 

ΣΩ. Τεχτονικὴν δέ ye, οἵἴμαι, πλείστοις μέτροις τε καὶ 
ὀργάνοις χρωμένην, τὰ πολλὴν ἀχρίβειαν αὐτῇ πορίζοντα τεχνι- 
χωτέραν τῶν πολλῶν ἐπιστημῶν παρέχεται. 

ΠπΡΩ. Πῇ; 
ΣΏΩ, Κατά γε ναυπηγίαν καὶ κατ᾽ οἰχοδομίαν χαὶ ἐν σεολ,- 

priety of the word ῥώμη depends on 
μελέτῃ χαὶ πόνῳ, which are used of 
training in the palestra. The subject 
of προσχρωμένους is the possessors of 
the senses, that of ἀπειργασμένας is 
δυνάμεις. 

μεστὴ κ. τ΄ ὁ.) This passage has suf- 
fered from the well-known practice of 
transcribers, who, when they could not 
or would not decipher terminations, in- 
vented those which the immediate neigh- 
bourhood suggested. From οὐ μέτρῳ 
the copyist inferred that he must write 
στοχασμῷ and then altered μελέτῃ into 
μελέτης. The reasoning proves clearly 
what Plato must have written. In pro- 
portion as an art trusts less to measure 
and more to practice, it must be full 
of guesswork. 

αὐτὴ καὶ αὐλητική] The MSS. have 
χαὶ ξύμπασα αὐτῆς αὐλητιχή. But 
ξύμπασα belongs to the summum ge- 
nus, and flute-playing has no sub- 
divisions worth notice. It was an old 
subject of dispute between two schools 
of early musicians whether questions 
about the intervals in music should be 
determined by proportions of strings 
only or also by ear; but in the case 
of αὐλητιχὴ the task of settling such 
questions by length of pipe was too 
intricate, so that there especially the 
empirical method was pursued. 

χορδῆς] It is unnecessary to enter into 
the question whether χόρδη is appli- 
cable to wind instruments, although the 
passage quoted with such confidence by 
Mr. Chappell (Hist. of Music p. 146) 
from Plato Rep. 399, D. is quite incon- 
clusive, being itself confessedly corrupt; 
and I can find no other. The very 
context in that passage would seem to 
show that Socrates objects to the flute, 
because the admitted defects of stringed 
instruments were due to an imitation 
of the flute. I am‘inclined to read ἢ 
od τὸ πολύχορδον αὐτό, xal αὐτὰ ta 
παναρμόνια αὐλοῦ τυγχάνει ὄντα μιμή- 
ματα; But here αὐλητικὴ is repre- 
sented as hunting after the measure of 
the chord in a stringed instrument: that 
is, having no measure of its own to 
trust to, it derives its certainty from 
that which possesses such a measure. 

φερομένης] For this word which, though 
a term in music (see Chappell H. of M. 
p. 98) is quite inapplicable here, I con- 
jecture θηρωμένη, of which the more 
‘common form “ηρεύουσα was a gloss. 

τὰ πολλήν] In place of this reading, 
the Zurich Editors have adopted the 
conjectural ohe of & This only spoils 
what is perfectly plain. “The things 
which give this art its accuracy, make 
it τεχνιχωτέραν, and therefore more 
akin to pure ἐπιστήμη." 

a eh oe 

oF Bar « « 
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λοῖς ἄλλοις τῆς ξυλουργικῆς. χανόνι γάρ, οἶμαι, χαὶ τόρνῳ 
χρῆται καὶ διαβήτῃ καὶ στάϑμῃ καί τινι προσαγωγίῳ χδχομ- Ὁ 

ψευμένῳ. 

ΠΡΩ. Kai ττάνυ γε, ὦ Σώχρατες, ὀρϑῶς λέγεις. 
ΣΩ, Θῶμεν τοίνυν διχῇ τὰς λεγομένας τέχνας, τὰς μὲν 

μουσιχῇ Evvercouévag ἐν τοῖς ἔργοις ἐλάττονος ἀχριβείας μετ- 

ἐσχούσας, τὰς δὲ τεχτονικῇ πλείονος. 

ΠΡΩ. Κείσϑω. 

ΣΩ, Τούτων δὲ ταύτας ἀχριβεστάτας εἶναι τέχνας, ἃς νῦν 

δὴ πρώτας εἴπομεν. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αριϑμητιχὴν φαίνει μοι λέγειν καὶ ὅσας μετὰ ταύ- 

της τέχνας ἐφϑέγξω νῦν δή. 

32. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. ἀλλ, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ae οὐ διττὰς αὖ Ὁ 
χαὶ ταύτας λεχτέον; ἢ 70s; 

ΠΡΩ. Ποίας δὴ λέγεις; 

ΣΩ. ᾿ριϑμητιχὴν πρῶτον ἄρ᾽ οὐχ ἄλλην μέν τινὰ τὴν 
τῶν πολλῶν φατέον, ἄλλην δ᾽ αὖ τὴν τῶν φιλοσοφούντων; 

ΠΡΩ. Tj, ποτὲ διορισάμενος οὖν ἄλλην, ἊΝ δ᾽ ἄλλην 
ϑείη τις ἂν ἀριϑμητικήν; 

ΣΩ, Οὐ σμιχρῷ ὕρῳ, ὦ Πρώταρχε. οἵ μὲν γάρ που i 

γάδας ἀνίσους καταριϑμοῦνται τῶν περὶ ἀριϑμόν, οἷον στρατό- 
, ‘ ~ , ‘ , ‘A , w ‘ AY , 

weda δύο καὶ βοῦς δύο καὶ δύο τὰ σμιχρότατα ἢ καὶ τὰ σιάν- 

κανόνι] χανὼν is the rule for mea- 
suring straight lines; τόρνος for curved; 
διαβήτης the cross pieces, (in shape of 
a compass stretched out,) from the angle 
of which the plumb-line depended; 
στάϑμη the plumb-line itself; and 
προσαγώγιον is explained to be the in- 
strument for reducing warped timber 
to straightness. If this is correct, it is 
much less χεχομψευμένον than the rest, 
which are scientific helps, while this is 
a mere engine of force. Perhaps it was 
an instrument for taking the angles of 
curves. It is searcely necessary to say 
that χεχομψευμένον has nothing to do 
with the workmanship, though Stall- 
baum translates “scite fc phe 

ἄλλην, τὴν δ᾽ vl This is a com- 
mon ellipsis for τὴν μὲν a. τὴν δὲ a. 
Compare Laws 862, 8. which I quote 
for the sake of correcting it: χαὶ τὸ 

μὲν βλαβὲν ἀβλαβὲς τοῖς νόμοις εἰς τὸ 
δυνατὸν ποιητέον, τό τε ἀπολόμενον σώ- 
ζοντα, χαὶ τὸ πεσὸν ὑπό του πάλιν 
ἐξορϑοῦντα, καὶ τὸ ϑανατωϑὲν ἢ τρω- 
Sty ὑγιές, τὸ δὲ ἀποίνοις ἐξιλασϑὲν τοῖς 
δρῶσι χαὶ τοῖς πάσχουσι (παρέχοντα) 
ἑχάστους ἐχ διαφορᾶς εἰς φιλίαν πει- 
ρατέον ἀεὶ χαϑιστάναι, τοῖς νόμοις. 

Οὐ σμικρῷ ὅρῳ] οὐ σμιχρὸς ὅρος is 
the common reading. But this is out 
of structure, and if any one wishes to 
understand ἐστί, he must at least insert 
the article. But the words are evidently 
an answer to πῇ ποτε διορισάμενος --- 
The word- αὐτοῖς three lines below was 
supplied to give a case to ovvaxohov- 
ϑήσειαν, and the consequence is that 
the condition of B assenting to A is 
not, A changing his mind, but some 
third C propounding the same doctrine 
as Β, . 

E 
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των μέγιστα" οἱ δ᾽ οὐχ ἂν ποτε [αὐτοῖς] συναχολουϑύήσειαν, εἰ ! ᾽ 
μὴ μονάδα μονάδος ἑχάστης τῶν μυρίων μηδεμίαν ἄλλην ἄλ-- 
Ang διαφέρουσαν τις ϑήσει. 

ΠΡΩ. Καὶ μάλα γ᾽ εὖ λέγεις οὐ σμιχρὰν διαφορὰν τῶν Ke t Ὁ 
ie. - 3 C ν , a , » ed ἀν ε 

περὶ ἀριϑμὸν τευταζόντων, ὥστε λόγον ἔχειν δύ᾽ αὐτὰς εἶναι. 

ΣΩ. Τί δὲ λογιστικὴ καὶ μεερητικὴ ἣ κατὰ τεχτονικὴν καὶ 
χατ᾽ ἐμποριχὴν τῇ κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν γεωμετρίᾳ τε καὶ λογισμῷ ἐ ay τῇ " Ὁ MG 

57 [χαταμελετωμέγων}ὔ; σιότερον ὡς μία ἑχατέρα λεχτέον, ἢ δύο ft “ ἢ Q ! Q » ἢ 
τιϑῶμεν; 

ΠΡΩ. Τοῖς πρόσϑεν ἑπόμενος ἔγωγ᾽ ἂν δύο χατὰ τὴν μ Ui 
’ ‘ ~ , c , , 

ἐμὴν ψῆφον τιϑείην ἑκατέραν τούτων. 

22. Ὀρϑῶς. 
μέσον, ae ἐννοεῖς; 

ΠΡΩ. 

ἐρωτώμενον. 
ΣΩ, Δοκεῖ τοίνυν ἔμοιγ᾽ οὗτος ὃ λόγος οὐχ ἧττον ἢ 

λέγειν αὐτὸν ἠρχόμεϑα, ταῖς ἡδοναῖς ζητῶν τἀντίστροφον 

Ἴσως, ἀλλὰ σὲ βουλοίμην ἂν ἀττοφήνασϑαι τὸ 

οὗ δ᾽ ἕνεχα ταῦτα τιροηνεγκάμεϑ᾽ εἰς τὸ 

viv’ 

. 
OTE 

> 
év- 

B ταῦϑα προβεβηκέναι σχοττῶν εἰ ἄρ᾽ ἐστί τις ἑτέρας ἄλλη κα- 
ϑαρωτέρα ἐπιστήμης ἐπιστήμη, καϑάιερ ἡδονῆς ἡδονή. 

ΠΡΩ. Kei μάλα σαφὲς τοῦτό γε, ὅτι ταῦϑ'᾽ ἕνεχα τού- 
τῶν ἐπιχεχδίρηχεν. 

ΣΩ, Τί οὖν; ἄρ᾽ οὐχ ἐν μὲν τοῖς ἔμπροσϑεν ἐπ᾽ ἄλλοις 

εἰ μὴ μονάδα] Eacept a man shall 
consider no monad to differ from any 
other single monad out of all innumerable 
monads. There is an intentional redun- 
dancy in this triple opposition (μονάδα 
—povddos, μηδεμίαν---ξ. τ. wy ἄλλην 
---ἀλλης) in order to mark the perfect 
indifference of every monad from every 
other. 

τευταζόντων] Rep. 5218, Tim. 90 B, 
who give their time to Arithmetic. 

Tt δὲ λογιστική] In this passage I 
have changed τῆς x. @. γεωμετρίας τε 
χαὶ λογισμῶν, so as to render the sen- 
tence complete. This is far better than 
supplying διαφέρει, which would make 
Socrates first ask whether two things 
differ, then whether they are one, and 

again whether they differ. The only 
question that can by any possibility 
be asked as introductory to the other 

two is ‘‘How do these stand to each 
other”? The word χαταμελετωμένων 
is nothing but a wretched attempt to 
bolster up the construction by making 
a genitive absolute of it; and for this 
purpose some one has borrowed the 
remarkably elegant word from its con- 
text above and used it where it means 
about as much as would τυπτομένων. 

τἀντίστροφον)] I have added the ar- 
ticle which is necessary to the sense. 
αντίστροφόν tt is not to be thought of. 
The case of ἡδοναὶ has been already 
determined, and the corresponding case 
is to be sought in νοῦς. 

προβεβηκέναι)] This is Schleierma- 
cher’s emendation for ,προβεβληκέναι; it 
is obvious that no πρόβλημα is put for- 
ward. 

Τί ow] In this sentence the Books 
turn two distinct questions into one 
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» , ‘ x > , , % , 
ἄλλην τέχνην οὖσαν ἀνεύρισχε [σαφεστέραν] χαὶ ἀσαφεστέραν 
ΡΒ » ἄλλην ἄλλης; 

ΠΡΩ, Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ, Ἐν τούτοις δ᾽ de’ οὔ τινα τέχνην ὡς ὁμώνυμον φϑεγ- 

ξάμενος, εἰς δόξαν χαταστήσας ὡς μίαν, πτιάλιν ὡς δυοῖν ὄντοιν 

ἐπανερωτᾷ τούτοιν αὐτοῖν [τὸ σαφὲς καὶ τὸ χαϑαρὸν τιερὶ 
ταῦτα] πότερον ἣ τῶν φιλοσοφούντων ἢ μὴ φιλοσοφούντων 
> , 2» 

ἀχριβέστερον ἔχει; 

ΠΡΩ, Καὶ μάλα δοχεῖ μοι τοῦτο διερωτᾶν. 
ΣΩ. Tiv οὖν, ὦ Πρώταρχε, αὐτῷ διδῶμεν ἀπόκρισιν; 
ΠΡΩ. Ὦ Σώχρατες, εἰς ϑαυμαστὸν διαφορᾶς μέγεϑος εἰς 

σαφήνειαν τιροεληλύϑαμεν ἐτειστημῶν. 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν ἀποχρινούμεϑα ὅᾷον. 
ΠΡΩ, Τί μήν; καὶ εἰρήσϑω γ᾽ ὅτι πολὺ μὲν αὗται τῶν 

ἄλλων τεχνῶν διαφέρουσι, τούτων δ᾽ αὐτῶν αἵ περὶ τὴν τῶν 
ὄντως φιλοσοφούντων δρμὴν ἀμήχανον ἀκριβείᾳ τε καὶ ἀληϑείᾳ 
περὶ μέτρα τε χαὶ ἀριϑμοὺς διαφέρουσιν. 

22, Ἔστω ταῦτα χατὰ σέ, xai σοὶ δὴ πιστείοντες ϑαρ- 
ροῦντες ἀποχρινώμεϑα τοῖς δεινοῖς meet λόγων δλκήν--- 

IIP2. Τὸ ποῖον; 

22. Ὡς εἰσὶ δύο ἀριϑμητικαὶ καὶ δύο μετρητικαὶ καὶ ταύ- 
ταις ἄλλαι τοιαῦται ξυνεπτόμεναι συχναί, τὴν διδυμότητ᾽ ἔχου- 

σαι ταύτην, ὀνόματος δ᾽ ἑνὸς κεχοινωμέναι. 
ΠΡΩ. Διδῶμεν εὔχῃ ἀγαϑῇ τούτοις, οὖς φὴς δεινοὺς εἷ- 

γαι, ταύτην τὴν ἀπόχρισιν, ὦ Σώχρατες. 
32. Ταύτας οὖν λέγομεν ἐπιστήμας ἀχριβεῖς μάλιστ᾽ 

εἶναι. 
ΠΡΩ, Wavy μὲν οὖν. 

question asked twice. I have removed 
σαφεστέραν and for ἀνευρίσχειν written 
ἀνεύρισχε. 

εἰς δόξαν καταστήσας] The same ex- 
pression occurs in Euthyd. 305 p. Com- 
pare also Cratyl. 431 A, εἷς τὴν αἴσϑη- 
σι» χαταστῆσαι. 

ὡς μίαν] The MSS. have ὡς μιᾶς, 
an alteration probably made to suit 
δυοῖν, as if the construction were the 
same. I have also supplied ὄντοιν in 
ts right place, and put the absurd 

supplement τὸ σαφὲς .... περὶ ταῦτα 
into brackets. ἀχριβέστερον ἔχειν is 
precisely the same as τὸ σαφὲς χαὶ τὸ 
χαϑαρόν. A little further on εἰς σα- 
φήνειαν is used as to this same quality ; 
and still further he uses ἀλήϑεια and 
ἀχρίβεια in the same sense. 

περὶ λόγων ὁλκήν] Compare Cratylus, 
435 c, Theaetet. 168 Cc, ῥημάτων τε χαὶ 
ὀνομάτων, ἃ οἱ πολλοὶ ὅπῃ av τύχωσιν 
ἕλχοντες ἀπορίας ἀλλήλοις παντοδαπὰς 
παρέχουσι. 

σ 

Ε 
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ΣΩ. ᾿Αλλ: ἡμᾶς, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ἀναίνοιτ᾽ ἂν ἧ τοῦ δια- 
λέγεσϑαι δύναμις, εἴ τινα πρὸ αὐτῆς ἄλλην χρίναιμεν. 

ΠΡΩ. Τίνα δὲ ταύτην αὖ δεῖ λέγειν; 
ΣΩ. Δῆλον ὅτι πᾶς ἂν τήν ye νῦν λεγομένην γνοίη. τὴν 

γὰρ περὶ τὸ ὃν [χαὶ τὸ] ὄντως χαὶ τὸ κατὰ ταὐτὸν ἀεὶ πεφυ- 
nog πάντως ἔγωγ᾽ οἶμαι ἡγεῖσϑαι ξύμπαντας, ὅσοις vod χαὶ 
σμιχρὸν πτεροσήρτηται, μακρῷ ἀληϑεστάτην εἶναι γνῶσιν. σὺ 
δὲ τί; [πῶς τοῦτο, ὦ Πρώταρχε, διαχρίνοις ἄν; 

ΠΡΩ. Ἤκουον μὲν ἔγωγε, ὦ Σώχρατες, ἑχάστοτε Γοργίου 
Ἱπολλάκις, ὡς ἣ τοῦ πείϑειν wold διαφέροι πασῶν τεχνῶν" 
πάντα γὰρ tp αὑτῇ δοῦλα +Ov ἑκόντων ἀλλ᾽ οὐ διὰ βίας ποι- 
οἴτο, χαὶ μαχρῷ ἀρίστη πασῶν εἴη τῶν τεχνῶν. νῦν δ᾽ οὔτε 
σοὶ οὔτε δὴ ἐχείνῳ βουλοίμην ἂν ἐναντία. τίϑεσϑαι. 

ΣΩ. Τὰ ὅπλα μοι 'δοχεῖς βουληϑεὶς sineiv αἰσχυνϑεὶς 
ἀτιολιττεῖν. 

ΠΡΩ, Ἔστω νῦν ταῦτα ταύτῃ, ὅπῃ σοι δοκεῖ. 
ΣΩ. “Ae? οὖν αἴτιος ἐγὼ τοῦ μὴ χαλῶς ὑπολαβεῖν σε; 
ΠΡΏΩ. Τὸ ποῖον; 

Δῆλον ὅτι πᾶς ἄν] For this emen- 
dation we are indebted to W. H. Thomp- 
son. The old reading was Δῆλον ὅτι 
ἣ πᾶσαν. There can be no doubt that 
the phrase περὶ τὸ dv χαὶ τὸ ὄντως is 
incorrect. τὸ ὄντως would be rightly 
placed where the question was about 
the meaning of the word, but here we 
are considering the objects of a given 
science. But the object of Dialectic is 
Truth, and Truth is found either in that 
which is absolute (τὸ ὃν ὄντως), or in 
that which is invariable, because it is 
the effect of the absolute; and this 
latter Plato expressed by χαὶ τὸ xata 
ταὐτὸν ἀεὶ πεφυχός (ylyveoSat). To 
make τὸ ὄντως, and even τὸ χατὰ taU- 
τὸν ἀεὶ πεφυχός, mere explanations of 
τὸ ὄν, as one Editor has done, betrays 
great looseness of thought. 

σὺ δὲ τί; [ras τοῦτο, ὦ ΤΤρώταρχε, 
ϑιακρίνοις dv;]] I have made separate 
sentences: σὺ δὲ tl; answering to ἔγωγε 
οἶμαι and πῶς τ. ὃ. ἄν; to the general 
question. But πῶς διαχρίνοις ἂν is so 
contrary to the usual order, and a se- 
cond quotation of a more vague sort 

following the only question to the pur- 
pose is so unworthy of our author, that 
I cannot but look on it as a later ad- 
dition. 

πολλάκις] I cannot say what should 
be done with this word which is quite 
incompatible with Exgotote. Nor can 
I propose anything certain in place of 
δι᾿ ἐχόντων, of which the sense seem 
as necessary as the mode of expression 
is objectionable. But it is not unlikely 
that the right reading is 8 ξχόντων 
αὐτῶν. 

Ta ὅπλα) This is a play upon the 
word τίϑεσϑαι, which Protarchus had 
used merely in the sense of advancing 
an opinion; but Socrates, taking up the 
words ἐναντία τίϑεσθαι, replies, “7 think 
you were going to say ὅπλα, but you 
were ashamed, and dropped the word. 
τὰ ὅπλα ἐναντία τίθεσθαι is im acie 
stare, as in Herod. 1. 62, χαὶ ἀντία 
ἔϑεντο τὰ ὅπλα. There is a further 
play upon ἀπολιπεῖν; for ἀπολιπεῖν τὰ 
ὅπλα would properly mean to desert, 
but here it is merely to forego or give 
up the word. 



HAATQNOS ΦΙΛΗΒΟΣ. 105 

32. Οὐκ, ὦ φίλε Πρώταρχε, τοῦτ᾽ ἔγωγ᾽ ἐζήτουν πω, 
τίς τέχνη ἢ τίς ἐπιστήμη πασῶν [διαφέρει τῷ] μεγίστη χαὶ 
ἀρίστη καὶ τιλεῖστ᾽ ὠφελοῦῖσα ἡμᾶς, ἀλλὰ τίς ποτε τὸ σαφὲς 
nei τἀχριβὲς καὶ τὸ ἀληϑέστατον ἐιισκοτεῖ, χἂν ἢ σμιχρὰ χαὶ 

. 2 ~ ~ > » a ~ BY a Ἀι ~ > 23. ὦ Ἄ 
σμιχρὰ ὀνινᾶσα. τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν ὃ νῦν δὴ ξζητοῦμεν. ἀλλ᾽ ὅρα 

οὐδὲ γὰρ ἀτιεχϑήσει Τοργίᾳ, τῇ μὲν ἐκείνου ὑττερέχειν τέχνῃ 
‘ Ν , ~ > , Ξ - > 2 rf ’ ‘ 

διδοὺς τιρὸς χρείαν τοῖς ἀνθρώποις, χρατεῖν δ᾽ ἣ εἶπον ἐγὼ 
~ ~ “ νὰ nw , 

viv πραγματείᾳ, καϑάπερ τοῦ λευκοῦ mége τότ᾽ ἔλεγον, κἂν εἰ 
σμιχρόν, καϑαρὸν δ᾽ εἴη, τοῦ πολλοῦ καὶ μὴ τοιούτου διαφέ- 
ρειν, τούτῳ γ᾽ αὐτῷ τῷ ἀληϑεστάτῳ. καὶ νῦν δὲ σφόδρα δια- Ὦ 
νοηϑέντες χαὶ ἱχανῶς διαλογισάμενοι, μήτ᾽ εἴς τινας ὠφελείας 
BJ ~ , / ‘ ‘ 2 , > 7 ΕΙΣ , 

ἐπιστημῶν βλέψαντες μήτε tivag εὐδοχιμίας, ἀλλ᾽ eb τις 7é- 
- - » ~ ~ - γ 

Pure τῆς ψυχῆς ἡμῶν δύναμις ἐρᾶν τε τοῦ ἀληϑοῦς καὶ πάνϑ' 
ἕνεχα τούτου πράττειν, ταύτην εἴπωμεν διερευνησάμενοι [τὸ 
καϑαρὸν νοῦ ve χαὶ φρονήσεως,] εἰ ταύτην μάλιστ᾽ ἐκ τῶν εἰς 
κότων ἐχτῆσϑαι φαῖμεν ἂν ἤ τιν᾽ ἑτέραν ταύτης χυριωτέραν 

ἡμῖν ζητητέον. 

[διαφέρει τῷ] μεγίστη] I once at- 
tempted to defend this construction by 
such examples as that of Aristophanes 
(Wasps 666) τοὺς “οὐχὶ προδώσω x. τ. 
é.” There never was an interpolation 
which more clearly betrayed itself. If 
Plato had used any such word as διαφέ- 
pet, he would have made both grounds 
of comparison, certainty as well as ge- 
neral merit, depend upon it. 

ἐζητοῦμεν] MSS. and Edd. give ζη- 
TOU Lev. 

πρὸς χρείαν] These words are to be 
taken as governing τοῖς ἀνθρώποις, to 
surpass as to their use to men. 

κρατεῖν δ᾽ ἣ εἶπον ἐγὼ viv mpaypa- 
τείᾳ] The reading of the MSS. and 
Edd. is ὑπάρχειν (for ὑπερέχειν) and 
χρατεῖν, ἡ δ᾽ εἶπον. This has been ad- 
duced as an instance of the ἀναχόλου- 
Sov, and it will be well to look closely 
into it. The case of πραγματείᾳ, ac- 
cording to this supposition, will be 
owing to ἃ construction intended to be 
analogous to that of τῇ μὲν 2. v. τέχνῃ 
-διδούς, which construction is lost or 
changed by reason of the long paren- 
thesis, so that, when this ends, a new 
construction, ταύτην εἴπωμεν, is sub- 
stituted. A conclusive answer to all 

these subtleties is, that not only the 
construction is different, but the sense 
is altogether unlike. For in the first 
part, if completed, we should expect if 
you assign, or you ought to assign, or 
something which implies a clazm for νοῦς : 
but in the second part there is a call 
on Protarchus to declare what he really 
thinks about νοῦς (ταύτην εἴπωμεν x. 
t. &.). Another objection to the pas- 
sage as it stands is the awkwardness of 
διδοὺς ὑπάρχειν χρατεῖν, which means 
διδοὺς χρατεῖν, and nothing more. All 
these difficulties are removed by so 
simple a process that I have not hesi- 
tated to introduce it into the text, and 
to change the punctuation accordingly. 

ταύτην εὔπωμεν] This ταύτην refers 
to δύναμιν, the second to ἐπιστήμην. 
τὸ χαϑαρὸν νοῦ te χαὶ φρονήσεως is 
not the proposed object of investigation, 
as the interpolator thought; they are 
to search out the dialectic art itself. 

κοὶ viv δὲ σφόδρα διανοηθέντες] For 
χαὶ νῦν δὴ I have written zat νῦν δέ, 
as opposed to οὐχ ἐζήτουν πω. There 
is some corruption in σφόδρα διανοη- 
Sévte¢, for διανοεῖσθαι cannot be used 
in the sense of διασχοπεῖν. 
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ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αλλὰ σχοπῶ, χαὶ χαλετιόν, οἶμαι, συγχωρῆσαί τιν᾽ 
ἄλλην ἐπιστήμην ἢ τέχνην τῆς ἀληϑείας ἀντέχεσϑαι μᾶλλον ἢ 
ταύτην. 

ΣΩ, “AQ? οὖν ἐννοήσας τὸ τοιόνδε εἴρηκας Ὁ λέγεις νῦν, 

ὡς αἱ πολλαὶ τέχναι καί ὅσοι περὲ ταύτας τιεπτόνηνται, πιρῶ- 
ὅϑτον μὲν δόξαις χρῶνται χαὶ τὰ τιερὶ δόξαν ζητοῦσι ξυντετα- 

μένως; εἴτε χαὶ wei φύσεως {ἡ γεῖταί τις ζητεῖν, οἶσϑ᾽ ὅτι τὰ 
σιερὶ τὸν χόσμον τόνδε, Bun τὲ γέγονε χαὶ ὕτιῃ πάσχει τι χαὶ 
ὅπῃ ποιεῖ, ταῦτα ζητεῖ διὰ βίου; φαῖμεν ἂν ταῦτα, ἢ πῶς; 

ΠΡΩ, Οἵτως. 

XQ. Οὐκοῦν οὐ περὶ τὰ ὄντ᾽ ἀεί, περὶ δὲ τὰ γιγνόμενα 
zai γενησόμενα καὶ γεγονότα ἡμῶν 6 τοιοῦτος ἀνήρηται τὸν 
στόνον. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿,.2ληϑέστατα. 

XQ. Τούτων οὖν τι σαφὲς ἂν φαῖμεν τῇ ἀχριβεστάτῃ &hy- 
B dele γίγνεσϑαι, ὧν μήτ᾽ ἔσχε μηδὲν σπιώτποτε κατὰ ταὐτὰ pn? 

ἕξει μήτ᾽ εἰς τὸ νῦν παρὸν ἔχει; 

ΠΡΩ. Καὶ πῶς; 

ΣΩ. Περὶ οὖν τὰ μὴ κεχτημένα βεβαιότητα μηδ᾽ ἡντινοῦν 
nag ἄν more βέβαιον γίγνοιϑ᾽ ἡμῖν χαὶ δτιοῦν; 

ΠΡΩ. Οἷμαι μὲν οὐδαμῶς. 

πεπόνηνται)] This word and ξυντετα- 
μένως (Schiitz’s correction for Evyte- 

ταγμένως) explain each other. He is 
evidently speaking of pursuits which 
require great assiduity; but what these 
are it would be difficult to say, if we 

retained the old reading ὅσαι περὶ ταῦτα 
πεπόνηνται. This has been explained 
by a reference to the passages in the 
Phedo, where ταῦτα is used of visible 
things; but this would at least include 
τὸ περὶ φύσεως ζητεῖν, which is here 
spoken of as a distinct branch. By 
means of this change we have the arts 
mentioned first, because they are the 
subject; but as the following remark 
turns on the means employed, it is con- 
venient to mention the persons who 
follow the arts, to avoid the awkward- 
ness of saying that the arts them- 
selves χρῶνται δόξαις, or ζητοῦσι τὰ 
περὶ δόξαν. 

ἡγεῖται) If the physicist mistook what 

φύσις was, and while supposing that 
he investigated it was searching out 
something else, ἡγεῖται would be ap- 
propriate. But nothing more is meant 
than the usual enquiries of the Ionic 
Philosophy, and no intimation is given 
that there is any higher sense of ov- 
σις or of the investigation of it. I 
therefore propose ἥρηται. For while 
in the handicrafts above mentioned he 
speaks of those who labour at them, 
he speaks of physical investigations as 
things in which men choose to engage. 
The tense of ἥρηται is borne out by 
ἀνήρηται τὸν. πόνον. In explanation 
of this latter phrase I observe that in 
those well-known combinations πόλεμον 
— πόνον --- χίνδυνον --- γεῖχος αἴρεσθαι, 
ἀναιρεῖσθαι may be used in place of 
the other verb. Some who did not no- 
tice this have proposed unnecessary 
conjectures. Compare Phedrus 233 Ὁ, 
243 c, Laws 921 A and B. 

el be 
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ΣΩ, Οὐδ᾽ ἄρα [νοῦς] οὐδέ τις ἐπιστήμη περὶ αὐτά ἐστι 
τὸ ἀληθέστατον ἔχουσα. 

ΠΡΏ, Οὔκουν εἰκός γε. 
SQ. Τὸν μὲν δὴ σὲ καὶ ἐμὲ καὶ Γοργίαν καὶ Φίληβον χρὴ 

συχνὰ χαίρειν ἐᾶν, τόδε δὲ διαμαρτύρασϑαι τῷ λόγῳ, -- 

ΠΡΩ. Τὸ ποῖον; 

ΣΩ. Ὡς ἢ περὶ ἐκεῖνα ἔσϑ᾽ ἡμῖν τὸ τε βέβαιον [xai τὸ 
χαϑαρὸν] καὶ τὸ ἀληϑὲς καὶ 0 δὴ λέγομεν εἰλικρινές, τιερὶ τὰ 
ἀεὶ χατὰ τὰ αὐτὰ ὡσαύτως ἀμικτότατα ἔχοντα, ἢ [δεύτερος 

ἐχείνων ὃ τι μάλιστ᾽ ἐστὶ ξυγγενές" τὰ δ᾽ ἄλλα πάντα δεύτερά 
τε χαὶ ὕστερα λεχτέον. 

ΠΡΩΏ. ‘Alytéovara λέγεις. 
ΣΩ. Τὰ δὴ τῶν ὀνομάτων 

οὐ τοῖς καλλίστοις διχαιότατον 

ΠΡΩ, Εἰκός ye. 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν νοῦς ἐστὶ xai 

μάλιστ᾽ ὀνόματα; 
ΠΡΩ. Nei. 

Οὐδ᾽ ἄρα [νοῦς] οὐδὲ τ. &.] We should 
have expected οὔτε .. οὔτε. But if there 
is any ἐπιστήμη, however weak or vague, 
there is some vous, for all ἐπιστῆμαι 
are parts of νοῦς and are discussed as 
such, The νοῦς of the text is plain- 
ly the opposite of that of Anaxagoras, 
and throws all things into confusion. 
The scribes were not familiar with the 
idiom which we meet both in Homer 
and in the Attic writers, οὐδὲ γὰρ οὐδέ, 
οὐδ᾽ ἄρ᾽ οὐδέ. In the 5th Epistle of 
Synesius our modern texts have οὐ γὰρ 
οὐδ᾽ ὅμοιος ἦν ἔχοντι; but in my col- 
lations I find that the best MSS. have 
οὐδὲ γὰρ οὐδ᾽ ὅμοιος ἦν ἔχοντι. 

Tov μὲν δὴ σὲ καὶ ἐμέ] See note on 
20, B. Tht article here has a depre- 
ciating effect. It has, in fact, the force 
of turning the first and second persons 
into a third, or more properly still, of 
abstracting the individual from his per- 
sonality, and making a mere somebody 
of him. 

[καὶ τὸ ka@apdv]] These words are 
spurious. For βέβαιον cannot be se- 

~ y ee) περὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα κάλλιστα ἂρ 
ἀπονέμειν; 

ὄνησις ἅττ᾽ ἄν τις τιμήσειε D eovnots μῆ 

parated from ἄληϑές, since the want 
of truth in physical knowledge has been 
declared to arise from the instability 
of the objects. Again χαϑαρὸν is so 
nearly the same as εἰλιχρινὲς that it 
could not occur unless in close proxi- 
mity to it, and the only place for εἶλι- 
χρινὲς is that which it occupies as a 
quality deduced from the other two; 
and as τὰ a@l—waavtws answer to 
βέβαιον and ἀληθές, so does ἀμιχτό- 
tata answer to eldtxprvés. 

[Sebrepos]] The Zurich Editors have 
changed this into δευτέρως, which is 
at least more rational than Stallbaum’s 
defence of it as a parenthetical proverb 
with πλοῦς understood. It is incredible 
that Plato should make two δεύτερα to 
one and the same first. It is therefore 

a waste of time to enquire how δεύτε- 
ρος should be corrected. 

ἅττ᾽ ἄν] The common reading is ἃ 
Υ᾽ ἄν. It is evident that this is no 
place for ye. The confusion between 
the two readings’is of very frequent 
occurrence. 
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ΣΩ, Ταῦτ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἐν ταῖς περὶ τὸ ὃν ὕντως ἐννοίαις. ἔστιν 
> ‘ , > ~ 4 , ~ 

ἀπηχριβωμένα ὀρϑῶς χείμενα καλεῖσϑαι. 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ. Καὶ μὴν ἅ γ᾽ εἰς τὴν χρίσιν ἐγὼ τότε παρεσχόμην, 

οὐχ ἄλλ᾽ ἐστὶν ἢ ταῦτα τὰ ὀνόματα. 
ΠΡΩ. Ti μήν, ὦ Σώχρατες; 
32. Εἶεν" τὸ μὲν δὴ φρονήσεώς τε καὶ ἡδονῆς πέρι τερὸς 

E τὴν ἀλλήλων μῖξιν εἴ τις φαίη καϑαπερεὶ δημιουργοῖς ἡμῖν, 
ἐξ ὧν ἢ ἐν οἷς δεῖ δημιουργεῖν τι, πταραχεῖσϑαι, καλῶς ἂν τῷ 

λόγῳ ἀπεικάζοι. 
ΠΡΩ, Καὶ μάλα... 

ΣΩ, Τὸ δὴ μετὰ ταῦτ᾽ ἄρ᾽ οὐ μιγνύναι ἐτειχειρητέον; 
ΠΡΩ. Τί μήν; 

- τ; ~ Ἀν 
ΣΩ. Οὐκοῦν τάδε προειποῦσι καὶ ἀναμνήσασιν ἡμᾶς av- 

‘ 2 , nw »~ 

τοὺς ὀρϑότερον ἂν exXOL,— 

ΠΡΩ,. Τὰ ποῖα; 

32. 24 καὶ πρότερον [ἐμνήσϑημεν}Ὑ" εὖ δ᾽ ἣ παροιμία δο- 
60 κεῖ ἔχειν, τὸ χαὶ δὶς χαὶ τρὶς τό ye καλῶς ἔχον ἐπανα- 

'πολεῖν τῷ λόγῳ δεῖν. 
ΠΡΩ. Ti μήν; 
SQ. Φέρε δὴ τιρὸς Διός" 

λεχϑέντα ῥηϑῆναι. 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς; 

οἶμαι γὰρ οὕτω πὼς τὰ τότε 

ΣΩ, Φίληβός φησι τὴν ἡδονὴν σκοττὸν ὀρϑὸν πᾶσι ζώοις 
γεγονέναι καὶ δεῖν πάντας τούτου στοχάζεσϑαι, καὶ δὴ χαὶ 

> εἰ λα Δ a aN εἰ , ‘ ws ae > ‘ τἀγαϑὸν τοῦτ᾽ αὐτὸ εἶναι ξύμπασι, χαὶ δύ᾽ ὀνόματα, ἀγαϑὸν 

Ταῦτ᾽ ἄρ᾽ κ. τ. ὁ.} Although the 
reading of this passage has been pro- 
nounced to be verissima, yet as the 
authority who states this bids us take 
ἐστὶ χαλεῖσϑαι together (he was per- 
haps thinking of ἔστι χαλεῖν) and talks 
strange stuff about ἀπηχριβωμένα and 
ἔννοιαι, we cannot throw off all suspi- 
cion of its unsoundness. If ἀπηχρί- 
βωμένα could mean accurately proved 
to be (not accurately made) there would 
be some handle for-the infinitive xa- 
λεῖσθαι. But as this cannot be, and 
likewise for other reasons, which good 

scholars will readily discern, I am in- 
clined to read ἔστω ἀπηχριβωμένως 
κείμενα χαλεῖσϑθαι. 

ἐξ ὧν 4 ἐν οἷς] The first is the mate- 
rial, considered as a kind of secondary 
cause, out of which things are produced; 
the second, the same material considered 
as the substance in which the workman 
realises his art. 

[ἐμνήσθημεν}] This is a supplement 
originating with some one who did 
not see that the verbs to be understood 
are εἴπομεν χαὶ ἀνεμνήσαμεν ἡμᾶς αὖ- 
τούς. 
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καὶ ἧδύ, ἑνί τινι [χαὶ φύσει μιᾷ] τούτῳ ὀρϑῶς τεϑέντ᾽ ἔχειν. 
Σωκράτης δ᾽ ἕν μὲν οὔ φησι τοῦτ᾽ εἶναι, δύο δὲ καϑάπερ τὰ Β 
ὀνόματα, χαὶ τό τ᾽ ἀγαϑὸν noi τὸ ἡδὺ διάφορον ἀλλήλων φύ- 
σιν ἔχειν, μᾶλλον δὲ μέτοχον εἶναι τῆς τοῦ ἀγαϑοῦ μοίρας τὴν 

φρόνησιν ἢ τὴν ἡδονήν. οὐ ταῦτ᾽ ἔστι ve καὶ ἢν τὰ τότε λεγό- 

μενα, ὦ Πρώταρχε; 
ΠΡΩ. Σῳόδρα μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ. Οὐκοῦν nai τόδε καὶ τότε χαὶ νῦν ἡμῖν 

λογοῖτο,--- 

ΠΡΩ. Τὸ ποῖον; 

32. Τὴν τἀγαϑοῦ διαφέρειν φύσιν τῷδε τῶν ἄλλων; 
ΠΡΩ. Tin; σ 

ΣΩ. ὯΩι παρείη τοῦτ᾽ ἀεὶ τῶν ζώων διὰ τέλους πάντως 
nai σιάντῃ, μηδενὸς ἑτέρου ποτ᾽ ἔτι στιροσδεῖσϑαι, τὸ δ᾽ ἵκα- 
γὸν τελεώτατον ἔχειν. οὐχ οὕτως; 

ΠΡΩ. Οὕτω μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΏ. Οὐκοῦν τῷ λόγῳ ἐπειράϑημεν χωρὶς ἑχάτερον ἕχα- 

τέρου ϑέντες εἰς τὸν βίον ἑχάστων, ἄμιχτον μὲν ἧδονὴν φρο- 
γήσει, φρόνησιν δ᾽ ὡσαύτως ἣἧἥδονῆς μηδὲ τὸ σμιχρότατον 

ἂν ξυνομο- 

ἔχουσαν; 

ΠΡΩ. ἮΝ ταῦτα. 
22. Mody οὖν ἡμῖν αὐτῶν τότε πότερον ἱχανὸν ἔδοξεν D 

εἶναί τῳ; 
TIP2. Καὶ πῶς; 

ΣΩ. Ei δέ γε παρηνέχϑημέν τι τότε, νῦν ὁστισοῦν ἐπτανα- 
λαβὼν ὀρϑότερον εἰπάτω, μνήμην καὶ φρόνησιν καὶ ἐπιστήμην 

s 2 ~ , ~ > ~ ov , ‘ ~ ” 
nai ἀληϑῆ δόξαν τῆς αὐτῆς ἰδέας τιϑέμενος, χαὶ σχοττῶν εἰ 

τις ἄνευ τούτων δέξαιτ᾽ ἂν οἱ χαὶ brody εἶναι ἢ γίγνεσθαι, 
μὴ ὅτι δή γ᾽ ἡδονήν, εἴϑ᾽ ὡς πλείστην εἴϑ᾽ ὡς σφοδροτάτην, 

[καὶ φύσει pra] These words which the same compendium. αἱ was taken for 
separate τινὶ from τούτῳ and leave ξυὶ 
without a noun expressed or implied 
to lean upon, and say nothing more 
than what is said in évé τινι τούτῳ, are 
an evident contribution of some im- 

ἕν μὲν οὔ φησι) The scribe has here 
confounded the ordinal and the cardinal 
number, both of which are written with 

πρῶτον, which is in all the Books, but 
it was meant for ἕν as is plain from 
the antithesis ἕν μὲν οὐ, δύο δέ.᾿ 

ἐπειράθημεν---θέντες[ We made the 
experiment of placing, ἄς. Stallbaum 
compares the expression used above, 
(21, 4) ἐν σοὶ πειρώμεθα βασανίζοντες 
ταῦτα. 

μὴ ὅτι δή γ᾽ ἡδονήν] This formula 
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εἰ μήτ᾽ ἀληϑῶς δοξάζοι χαίρειν, μήτε τὸ παράπαν γιγνώσχοι 
Evi ποτὲ σπτέστονϑε πάϑος, μήτ᾽ αὖ μνήμην τοῦ πάϑους μηδ᾽ 

ὁντινοῦν χρόνον ἔχοι. ταὐτὰ δὲ λέγω χαὶ περὶ φρονήσεως, εἴ 
τις ἄνευ πάσης ἡδονῆς καὶ τῆς βραχυτάτης δέξαιτ᾽ ἂν φρόνη- 

PLA - ἊΝ , © ~ w , ς ‘ 

σιν ἔχειν μᾶλλον [ἢ μετά τινων ἡδονῶν] ἢ σπτάσας ἡδονὰς [χω- 

ρὶς φρονήσεως μᾶλλον ἢ] μετὰ φρονήσεως αὖ τινός. 
ΠΡΩ. Οὐχ ἔστιν, ὦ Σώχρατες" ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲν δεῖ ταῦτά γε 

πολλάκις ἐπερωτᾶν. 
61 ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν τό γε τέλεον χαὶ πᾶσιν αἱρετὸν καὶ τὸ σταν- 

τάπασιν ἀγαϑὸν οὐδέτερον ἂν τούτων εἴη. 
TIP2. Πῶς γὰρ ἄν; 
32. Τὸ τοίνυν ἀγαϑὸν ἤτοι σαφῶς ἢ καί τινα τύπον αὐ- 

~ , Uy oe 47 ~ co , 2 

τοῦ ληπτέον, ἵνα, ὅττερ ἐλέγομεν, δευτερεῖα ὅτῳ δώσομεν ἔχωμεν. 

TTP2. Ὀρϑότατα λέγεις. 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν ὁδὸν μέν τιν᾽ ἐπὶ τἀγαϑὸν δδήψα ΘῈ 

ΠΡΩ. τίνα; 

ΣΩ. Καϑάπερ εἴ τἰς τιν᾽ ἄνθρωπον ζητῶν τὴν οἴχησιν 
~ ? ~ +> hae , > } ~ , , ‘ 

Β πρῶτον ὀρϑῶς, tv οἰκεῖ, σεύϑοιτ᾽ αὐτοῦ, μέγα τι δή mov πρὸς 
τὴν εὕρεσιν ἂν ἔχοι τοῦ ζητουμένου. 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς ὁδ᾽ οὔ; 

ΣΩ, Καὶ νῦν δή τις λόγος ἐμήνυσεν ἡμῖν, ὥσπερ χαὶ χατ᾽ 
> , \ - > ~ a , 2 \ > 2 2 ~ 
ἀρχάς, μὴ ζητεῖν ἐν τῷ ἀμίχτῳ βίῳ τἀγαϑὸν adh ἐν τῷ 

μικτῷ. 
, 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ γε. 

32. Ἐλπὶς μὴν πλείων ἐν τῷ μιχϑέντι χαλῶς τὸ ζητού- 
μενον ἔσεσϑαι φανερώτερον ἢ ἐν τῷ μή. 

ΠΡΩ. Πολύ γε. 
XQ. Τοῖς δὴ ϑεοῖς, ὦ Πρώταρχε, εὐχόμενοι χεραννύωμεν, 

occurs in several Attic writers. Plato question put by Plato with the utmost 
and Xenophon sometimes use merely 
μὴ ὅτι and sometimes add δὴ only. 
In the cases where γε is added, it is found 
sometimes before δή, sometimes after 
it. Compare this passage with one in 
Demosth. against Conon, pH ὅτι γε δή, 
and with one in Politicus, μὴ ὅτι δὴ 
βασιλεῖς ye. 

[ἢ p. τ. ἡδονῶν]] 1 bracket the in- 
sertions which make nonsense of a 

subtlety. In the words given to Pro- 
tarchus, the part which purports to be 
the answer is no answer at all; and 
his objection to the repetition of the 
question looks like an addition con- 
trived to mask a corrupt sentence. Pro- 
tarchus’ answer ought to be ἕστι ταῦτα, 
or in other words οὐχ ἔστιν ἄλλ᾽ οὐδὲν 
ἢ ταῦτά γε. 

Pe 
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εἴτε Διόνυσος εἴϑ᾽ Ἥφαιστος et? ὕστις ϑεῶν ταύτην τὴν τι- C 

μὴν εἴληχε τῆς συγχράσεως. 
ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 

ΣΩ. Καὶ μὴν ἡμῖν καϑάπερ οἰνοχόοις τισὶ παρεστᾶσι χρῆ- 
γαι, μέλιτος μὲν ἂν ἀπιειχάζοι τις τὴν τῆς ἡδονῆς, τὴν δὲ τεῆς 

φρονήσεως νηφαντιχὴν zai ἄοινον αὐστηροῦ καὶ ὑγιξινοῦ τινὸς 
ὕδατος" ἃς προϑυμητέον ὡς χάλλιστα ee 

ITP2. Πῶς γὰρ οὔ; 

32. Φέρε δὴ πρφύεερον" ἄρα πᾶσαν ἡδονὴν “πάσῃ φρονή- D 

oer μιγνύντες τοῦ χαλῶς ἂν μάλιστ᾽ ἐπιτύχοιμεν; 
ΠΡΩ. Ἴσως. 

ΣΩ, (AMV οὐχ ἀσφαλές" ἢ δ᾽ ἀκινδυνότερον ἂν μιγνύοι-- 
μεν, δόξαν μοι δοχῶ τιν᾽ ἀποφήνασϑαι ἄν. 

ΠΡΩ. Aéye τίνα. 

32. "Hy ἡμῖν ἡδονή τε Τἀληϑῶς, ὡς οἰόμεϑα, μᾶλλον ὃτέ- 
ρας ἄλλη, χαὶ δὴ χαὶ τέχνη τέχνης ἀχριβεστέρα; 

ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ οὔ; 
SQ. Καὶ ἐπιστήμη δὴ ἐπιστήμης διάφορος, f μὲν ἐπὶ τὰ 

γιγνόμενα χαὶ ἀπολλύίμεν᾽ ἀποβλέπουσα, ἣ δ᾽ ἐπὶ τὰ μήτε 
γιγνόμενα μήτ᾽ ἀπολλύμενα, κατὰ ταὐτὰ δ᾽ ὡσαύτως ὄντ᾽ ἀεί. E 
ταύτην [εἰς τὸ ἀληϑὲς] ἐπεισχοττούμενοι ἡγησάμεϑ᾽ ἐχείνης ἀλη- 
ϑεστέραν εἶναι. 

TIPQ. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν ὀρϑῶς. 
32. Οὐχοῦν [εἰ] τἀληϑέστατα τμήματα ἑχατέρας ἴδωμεν 

σρῶτον ξυμμίξαντες, dg’ ἱκανὰ ταῦτα ξυγκεχραμένα τὸν ἀγαπη- 
τότατον βίον ἀπεργασάμενα παρέχειν ἡμῖν, ἢ τινος ἔτι τιροσ- 
δεόμεθα χαὶ τῶν μὴ τοιούτων. 

TIP2. Ἐμοὶ γοῦν δοχεῖ δρᾶν οὕτως. 

32. Ἔστω δή τις ἡμῖν φρονῶν ἄνϑρωπος αὐτῆς wége δι- 
χαιοσύίνης, ὃ τι ἔστι, καὶ λόγον ἔχων ἑπόμενον τῷ νοεῖν, χαὶ 

62 

παρεστᾶσι κρῆναι] Winckelmann, in 
his Preface, observes that this is an allu- 
sion to the libations in honour of the 
Eumenides and other divinities, which 
consisted of water and honey. Compare 
Zsch. Hum. 107, Soph. Gd, Col. 100 
and 471, with the Scholiast. 
"Hy ἡμῖν] I leave this passage in a 

corrupt state. ὡς οἰόμεϑα is quite hope- 

less, and we have nothing whereby to 
decide our choice between ἀλησῶς tot- 
αὐτὴ μᾶλλον or (following the Bodleian 
which omits μᾶλλον), ἀληϑεστέρα ἄλ- 
dns ἄλλη. 

Οὐκοῦν [εἰ] τἀληθέστατα)] I have 
bracketed εἰ and changed ἴδοιμεν into 
ἴδωμεν. 
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δὴ χαὶ περὶ τῶν ἄλλων wevtwr τῶν ὕντων ὡσαύτως διανοού- 
μίδνος. 

ΠΡΩ, Ἔστω γὰρ οὖν. Ἂ 
Σ > +7 τ - 

ΣΩ, “AQ? οὖν οὗτος ἱκανῶς ἐπιστήμης ἕξει, χύχλου μὲν nei 
, > ν - , ‘ , ela ‘ i , 

σφαίρας αὑτῆς τῆς θείας τὸν λόγον ἔχων, τὴν δ᾽ ἀνϑρωτείνην 

ταύτην σφαῖραν χαὶ τοὺς κύχλους τούτους ἀγνοῶν, χαὶ χρώ- 
Β μενος ἐν οἰχοδομίᾳ Τχαὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις ὁμοίως χανόσι χαὶ τοῖς 

χύχλοις; 
7 , c ~ t - ΠΡΩ. Τελοίαν διάϑεσιν ἡμῶν, ὦ Σώκρατες, ἐν ταῖς ϑείαις 

οὖσαν μόνον ἐπιστήμαις λέγομεν. 
- t ~ ~ ~ 

22. Πῶς φής; ἦ τοῦ ψευδοῦς χανόνος ἅμα καὶ τοῦ χύ- 
χλου τὴν οὐ βέβαιον οὐδὲ χαϑαρὰν τέχνην ἐμιβλητέον κοινῇ καὶ 
συγχρατέον; 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿ΑἸναγχαῖον γάρ, εἰ μέλλει τις ἡμῶν nai τὴν ὁδὸν 
ἑχάστοτ᾽ ἐξευρήσειν οἴκαδε. 

32. Ἦ καὶ μουσιχήν, ἣν ὀλίγον ἔμπεροσϑεν ἔφαμεν, στο- 
C χάσεώς τε χαὶ μιμήσεως μεστὴν οὖσαν, χαϑαρότητος ἐνδεῖν; 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿ΑἸναγκαῖον φαίνεται ἔμοιγε, εἴττερ γ᾽ ἡμῶν ὃ βίος 
ἔσται καὶ διτωσοῦν “τοτὲ βίος. 

32. Βούλει δῆτα, ὥσπερ ϑυρωρὸς ὑπ᾽ ὕχλου τις ὠϑού- 
μενος χαὶ βιαζόμενος, ἧἡττηϑεὶς ἀναπετάσας τὰς ϑύρας ἀφῶ 

πάσας τὰς ἐπιστήμας εἰσρεῖν, καὶ μίγνυσθαι ὁμοῦ καϑαρᾷ τὴν 

ἐνδεεστέραν; . 
D ΠΡΩ. Οὔκουν ἔγωγ᾽ οἶδα, ὦ Σώκρατες, 6 τί τις ἂν βλά- 

πτοίτο πάσας λαβὼν τὰς ἄλλας ἐπιστήμας, ἔχων τὰς πρώτας. 

ΣΩ. Medd δὴ τὰς ξυμπάσας ῥεῖν εἰς τὴν τῆς Ὁμήρου 
χαὶ μάλα ποιητικῆς μισγαγχξίας ὑπτοδοχήν; 

TIP. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
ΣΩ. Μεϑεῖνται. καὶ πάλιν ἐπὶ τὴν τῶν ἡδονῶν πηγὴν 

ἱτέον. οἷς γὰρ διενοήϑημεν αὐτὰς μιγνύναι πρῶτον, τὰ τῶν 

καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοι ὁμοίως] Many notes question, we might read ὁμοίοις, and 
have been written in defence and ex- 
planation of these words. If they are 
correct, we must understand by them, 
using other pattern figures in the same 
manner as the circles. Compare below, 
ταὐτὸν καὶ ἀλήϑεια, the same as truth. 
But as it is not the manner of using 
but the things used, which are here in 

omit xat: “Using, in building and in 
other things, patterns like the circles, 
i.e, divine.” 

μισγαγκείας] Hom. 1]. 4. 452, Ὥς ὅτε 
είμαρροι ποταμοὶ χατ᾽ ὄρεσφι ῥέοντες 
Eg μισγάγχειαν συμβάλλετον ὄβριμον 
υδωρ. 

οἷς γὰρ διενοήθημεν] It is vain to 

aA h 
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ἀληϑῶν μόρι᾽ οὐχ ἐξεγένεϑ᾽ ἡμῖν, ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ πᾶσαν ἀγα- 
πᾶν ἐπιστήμην εἰς ταὐτὸν μεϑεῖμεν ἀϑρόας χαὶ πιρόσϑεν τῶν E 
ἡ δονῶν. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿“ληϑέστατα λέγεις. 
ΣΩ. Ὥρα δὴ βουλεύεσϑαι νῷν καὶ περὶ τῶν ἡδονῶν, στό- - 

Tega χαὶ ταύτας πάσας ἀϑρόας ἀφετέον ἢ χαὶ τούτων πρώτας 
μεϑετέον ἡμῖν ὅσαι ἀληϑεῖς. 

ΠΡΏΩ. Πολύ τι διαφέρει πρός γ᾽ ἀσφάλειαν πρώτας τὰς 
ἀληϑεῖς ἀφεῖναι. 

ΣΩ. Medsiadur δή. τί δὲ μετὰ ταῦτα; ἄρ᾽ οὐχ εἰ μέν 
τινες ἀναγχαῖαι, χαϑαάττερ ἐχεῖ, ξυμμιχτέον χαὶ ταύτας; 

ΠΡΩ. Ti δ᾽ οὖ; 

ΣΩ, Τάς γ᾽ ἀναγχαίας δήπουθεν" εἰ δέ γε χαὶ καϑάστερ 
τὰς τέχνας πάσας- ἀβλαβές te χαὶ ὠφέλιμον ἦν ἐπίστασϑαι 63 

διὰ βίου, nai νῦν δὴ ταὐτὰ λέγομεν περὶ τῶν ἡδονῶν, εἴπερ 
σπτάσας ἡδονὰς ἥδεσϑαι διὰ βίου συμφέρον F ἡμῖν ἐσεὶ καὶ 
ἀβλαβὲς ἅπασι, πάσας ξυγχρατέον. 

TIP2. Πῶς οὖν δὴ περὶ αὐτῶν τούτων λέγωμεν; καὶ πῶς 
ποιῶμεν; 

32. Οὐχ ἡμᾶς, ὦ Πρώταρχε, διερωτᾶν χρή, τὰς ἡδονὰς 
δ᾽ αὐτὰς καὶ τὰς φρονήσεις, διατιυνϑανομένους τὸ τοιόνδ᾽ ἀλ- 
λήλων πέρι, --- 

ΠΡΩ. Τὸ ποῖον; 

32. Ὦ φίλαι, εἴϑ᾽ ἡδονὰς ὑμᾶς χρὴ προσαγορεύειν εἴτ᾽ 
ἄλλῳ ὁτῳοῦν ὀνόματι, μῶν οὐκ ἂν δέξαισϑ᾽ οἰκεῖν μετὰ φρο- 

Β 

look for any coherence in this passage 
so long as we retain ws yap. The 
sense requires οἷς yao. Hor the parts 

mix the necessary pleasures?” “I see 
no objection.” “I presume you do not, 
if they are necessary.“ This way of 

of the true sciences, with which we first 
proposed to mingle them, were not suf- 
Jicient for us. 1 have also changed the 
place of πρῶτον, which commonly fol- 
lows μόρια, where it has no meaning. 

Ἰὰς γ᾽ ἀναγκαίας δήπουθεν] These 
words are commonly given to Pro- 
tarchus, but Ficinus had long ago 
seen that they belong to Socrates. Van 
Heusde thought them spurious. Stall- 
baum defends them on the ground that 
δήπουθεν in asseverando haud infre- 
quens. No doubt; but with an appeal 
to another for his assent. “Must we 

Platonis Philebus. 

laughing at the question and answer, 
as if there could be any question about 
what was necessary, is quite in Plato’s 
manner. In the following sentence ob- 
serve the very artistic finish of the 
antithesis in an inverted order. τέχνας 
πάσας = πάσας ἡδονάς, ἀβλαβές τε χαὶ 
ὠφέλιμον = συμφέρον τε χαὶ ἀβλαβές, 
ἐπίστασϑαι = ἥδεσθαι. This shows how 
false is the sagacity of those who smell 
out an interpolation here. 
tarchus’ answer, λέγωμεν refers to λέ- 
γομεν, and ποιῶμεν to ξυγχρατέον. 

μετὰ φ ἢ πάσης] The Books 

8 

In Pro- , 
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ἘΞ “ s . ee 
γήσεως, ἢ “τάσης χωρὶς [τοῦ φρονεῖν]; οἶμαι μὲν πρὸς ταῦτα 

es τόδ᾽ αὐτὰς ἀναγχαιότατον εἶναι λέγειν, --- 
ΠΡΩ. Τὸ ποῖον; 

ΣΩ, Ὅτι, χαϑάπερ ἔμπροσϑεν ἐρρήϑη, τὸ μόνον χαὶ ἔρη- 
“Ὁ, δ ” > 5 

- pov [εἰλιχρινὲς] εἶναί τι γένος οὔτε wave τι δυνατὸν οὔτ᾽ ὠφέ- 

[9 

D 

E 

, ς , ~ » « > ἢ ‘ λιμὸν" πάντων ye μὴν ἡγούμεϑα γενῶν ἄριστον ἕν avd ἑνὸς 
συνοιχεῖν ἡμῖν, τὸ τοῦ γιγνώσχειν τἄλλά τε πάντα xed αὐτὴν 

αὖ τὴν ἡμῶν τελέως [εἰς] δύναμιν ἑκάστης. 

ΠΡΩ. Καὶ καλῶς γ᾽ εἰρήκατε τὰ νῦν, φήσομεν. 

ΣΩ, Ὀρϑῶς. πάλιν τοίνυν μετὰ τοῦτο, [τὴν φρόνησιν καὶ 
τὸν νοῦν ἀνερωτητέον.). "Ag ἡδονῶν τι προσδεῖσϑ᾽ ἐν τῇ Evy- 
χράσει; φαῖμεν ἂν αὖ τὸν νοῦν τε χαὶ τὴν φρόνησιν ἀνερωτῶν- 

Ποίων, φαῖεν ἂν ἴσως, ἡδονῶν; 
ΠΡΩ. ἘΕἰχός. 

ΣΩ, ὋὉ δέ γ᾽ ἡμέτερος λόγος μετὰ τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶν ὅδε. Πρὸς 
, : ἜΝ» να > 

φήσομεν, ag ἔτι στιροσδεῖσϑ' 

τες. 

ταῖς ἀληϑέσιν ἐχείναις ἡδοναῖς, 
Cc ὧν ‘ , ς x t τ ‘ ‘ pa 
ὑμῖν τὰς μεγίστας ἡδονὰς ξυνοίχους εἶναι καὶ τὰς σφοδροτά- 

5 \ ~ x τ΄ ϑ - » ¢ : 2 δί , 
τας; Kai πῶς, ὦ Σώχρατες; φαῖεν ἄν, αἵ γ᾽ ἐμποδίσματά 

- ‘ τ - 
τε μυρί᾽ ἡμῖν ἔχουσι, τὰς ψυχὰς ἐν αἷς οἰχοῦμεν ταράττουσαι 
[διὰ μανιχὰς ἧδονάς], καὶ γίγνεσθαί τε ἡμᾶς τὴν ἀρχὴν οὐκ 
I~ Ul , h a ~ , ς ‘ , ὃ ἋΣ ᾿ 

ἐῶσι τά τε γιγνόμεν᾽ ἡμῶν τέχνα ὡς τὸ πολύ, δι᾿ ἀμέλειαν 

λήϑην ἐμπιοιοῦσαι, παντάπασι διαφϑείρουσιν; ἄλλας δ᾽ ἧδο- 
\ > QO.” \ \ a i Ν > , ςνυ , 

vag ἀληϑεῖς καὶ χαϑαρὰς ag εἶπες, σχεδὸν οἰχείας ἡμῖν νό- 

have μ. @. πάσης ἢ χωρὶς τοῦ φρονεῖν. 
There seems no ground for the omis- 
sion of μᾶλλον in an ordinary prose 
passage, and the attempt at variety in 
φρονήσεως, τοῦ φρονεῖν, is very poor. 
Nor is there any fairness in the alter- 
native “either with all or without any”. 
For these reasons Ι have preferred μετὰ 
φρονήσεως, ἢ πάσης ωρίς. In the 
next paragraph εἰλιχρινὲς is obviously 
an interpolation. 
αὐτὴν αὖ τήν] The MSS. have some 

τὴν αὐτήν, others αὖ τὴν αὐτήν. The 
reason for this answer of the Pleasures 
is that they like that which appreciates 
the nature of each of themselves. I have 
therefore written ξχάστης and cancelled 
εἷς. 

[τὴν φρόνησιν καὶ τὸν νοῦν ἀνερωτη- 

τέον]] The verbal ἢ is plainly out of keeping 
with φαῖμεν ἄν, and both the repetition 
of νοῦν χαὶ φρόνησιν, and still more 
the would-be variety in “we must ask’, 
“we shall say, asking”, is most clumsy. 
Another conclusive reason against the 
genuineness of these words is the po- 
sition of αὖ; for the opposition com- 
mences at πάλιν, and there was nothing 
to prevent the author writing τὴν φρό- 
νησιν av χαὶ τὸν νοῦν. But the simplest 
argument is, that if Plato had written 
τὴν φρόνησιν χαὶ τὸν νοῦν ἀνερωτητέον, 
he would have had no motive for ad- 
ding anything whatever to φαῖμεν ἄν. 

[διὰ μανικὰς ἡδονάς}} This is no doubt 
a true explanation ; but who would ever 
dream of saying αἱ ἡδοναὶ ταράττουσιν 
ἡμᾶς διὰ μανιχὰς ἡδονάς ἢ 

——— ὦ 

— | 
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χαὶ ἀστασιαστοτάτην μα Evy χαὶ χρᾶσιν ἐν ταύτῃ μαϑεῖν 7Ζξι- 

ρᾶσϑαι, τί nor ἔν τ᾽ ἀνϑρώπῳ zai τῷ παντὶ πέφυκεν ἀγα- 
t ἰδέαν αὐτὴν εἶναί wore μαντευτέον. 

ἐμφρόνως ταῦτα χαὶ ἐχόντως ἑαυτὸν τὸν νοῦν φήσομεν ὑτιέρ 
γ ~ \ ‘ ~ ~ 

LY αὑτοῦ xai μνήμης καὶ δόξης ὀρϑῆς ἀποχρίνασϑαι τὰ viv 

Δὸν χαὶ tir 

ῥηθέντα; 
ΠΡωΩ. 

ΣΩ. 
‘ Ig? DW ΄“ 

Ove γένοιτο οὐδ᾽ ἂν ἕν. 

ΠΡΩ. 
pity wae 

To ποῖον; 

γίγνοιτο οὐδ᾽ ἂν γενόμενον εἴη. 
ΠΡΩ,. Πῶς γὰρ 
ΣΩ, Οὐδαμῶς. 

ταύτῃ, λέγετε σύ τε 

2 

ἂν; 

3 Παντάτιασι μὲν οὖν. 
᾿Αλλὰ μὴν καὶ τόδε γ᾽ ἀναγχαῖον, καὶ οὐκ ἄλλως ἄν 

z ‘ 4 ~ + 
Ὧι μὴ μίξομεν ἀλήϑειαν, οὐχ. ἄν wore τοῦτ᾽ ἀληϑῶ ᾽ 

2 2 »” * ~ ~ ‘ 

ἀλλ᾽ εἴ τινος ἔτι τιροσδεῖ τῇ συγχράσει 

χαὶ Φίληβος. ν᾿ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 

ἐμοὶ μὲν yao χαϑαπερεὶ 

χόσμος τις ἀσώματος ἄρξων χαλῶς ἐμψύχου σώματος ὃ viv 
λόγος ἀπειργάσϑαι φαίνεται. 

Η 3 
TIP2. Kei éuoi τοίνυν, ὦ 

ταύτας plyvus τάς] All subsequent 
Editors have adopted this brilliant con- 
jecture of Van Heusde for ταύτας pt- 
γνύντας. 

καὶ tw’ ἰδέαν αὐτήν] Of the various 
changes which might be proposed for 
the removal of the difficulty which this 
sentence presents, I think the most pro- 
bable would be χαὶ κατὰ τίν᾽ ἰδέαν αὖ- 
τὴν εἶναί ποτε μαντεντέον. Compare So- 
phist, 252, A. ὅσο: χατ᾽ εἴδη τὰ ὄντα 
χατὰ ταὐτὰ ὡσαύτως ἔχοντα εἶναί φασι. 

ἐχόντως ἑαυτόν] This is a playful 
allusion to the phrase νοῦν ἐγόντως. 

κόσμος τις ἀσώματος ἄρξων] Socrates 
speaks of his present argument (6 νῦν 
λόγος), that is the speculation concern- 

ing combinations and what admits of 
them, as coneluded; he compares it to 

Σώχρατες, οὕτω λέγε δεδόχϑαι. 

the invisible power which orders the 
world, because it is capable of regulating 
man’s life. Nothing can be simpler or 
clearer than this passage, and yet it 
has been twisted into the most absurd 
fancies, such as the following: Descripta 
est adhuc mixtionis ratio, atque osten- 

sum, quonam ejus elementa esse debeant, 
ita ut τὸ πέρας, τὸ ἄπειρον, εἰ τὸ 
ξυμμισγόμενον in mixtione ista jam nunc 
conspiciantur. (τὸ ξυμμισγόμενον in 
mixtione, would imply that τὸ ξυμ- 
μισγόμενον is something | different from 
seats if so, it is τὸ ἄπειρον and τὸ 
πέρας.) And again: Qutppe voluptatis 
constituunt veluti corpus, sapientia vero 
Woxnv. Of all this metaphysical cob- 
web not a single thread belongs to 
Plato. 

8 * 
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pute, χαὶ πρὸς ταύταις τὰς wed ὑγιείας χαὶ τοῦ σωφρονεῖν, 

χαὶ δὴ καὶ ξυμπάσης ἀρετῆς, Ondo καϑάτιερ ϑεοῦ ὀπαδοὶ ἣ ὑμπάσης ἀρετῆς, O7OTCL Cmte 1 
t a ~ ‘ ν 

γιγνόμεναι αὐτῇ ξυναχολουϑοῦσι maven, ταύτας μίγνυ" τὰς δ᾽ 

ἀεὶ μετ᾽ ἀφροσύνης καὶ τῆς ἄλλης κακίας ἑτιομένας “τολλή στου 
> , - ~ , ‘ / co , ’ , 

hides τῷ νῷ μιγνύναι τὸν βουλόμενον ὃ τι ἐπ τηὶ ἰδόντα 

os > 

ἀρ οὐχ 

Β 
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C 32. *Ao? οὖν ἐπὶ μὲν τοῖς τοῦ ἀγαϑοῦ νῦν ὕδὴ προϑύροις 
[χαὶ] τῆς οἰχήσεως ἐφεστάναι [τῆς τοῦ τοιούτου] λέγοντες ἴσως 
ὀρϑῶς ἂν τινὰ τρόπον φαῖμεν; 

ΠΡΩ. Ἐμοὶ γοῦν δοκεῖ. 
XQ. Τί δῆτ᾽ ἐν τῇ ξυμμίξει τιμιώτατον ἅμα χαὶ μάλιστ᾽ 

αἴτιον εἶναι δόξειεν ἂν ἡμῖν τοῦ πᾶσι γεγονέναι τιροσφιλῆ τὴν 
τοιαύτην διάϑεσιν; τοῦτο γὰρ ἰδόντες μετὰ τοῦτ᾽ ἐπισχεψό- 
μεϑα, ev? ἡδονῇ εἴτε [τῷ] νῷ σπιροσφυέστερον χαὶ οἰχειότερον 
ἐν τῷ τιαντὶ ξυνέστηχεν. 

D πΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑῶς: τοῦτο γὰρ εἰς τὴν κρίσιν iv ἐστὶ ξυμ- 
φορώτατον. : 

32. Καὶ μὴν nai ξυμττάσης ye μίξεως οὐ yodendv ἰδεῖν 
τὴν αἰτίαν, dv ἣν ἢ πταντὸς ἀξία γίγνεται ἡτισοῦν ἢ τὸ “σταρά- 
σιαν οὐδενός. 

TPQ. Πῶς λέγεις; 

ΣΩ. Οὐδείς που τοῦτ᾽ ἀνθρώπων ἀγνοεῖ. 
ΠΡΩ. Τὸ ποῖον; 

ΣΩ. Ὅτι μέτρου χαὶ τῆς ξυμμέτρου φύσεως μὴ τυχοῦσα 
ἡτισοῦν χαὶ ὁπωσοῦν ξύγχρασις πᾶσα ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἀπόλλυσι τά 
ve χεραννύμενα χαὶ πιρώτην αὑτήν. οὐδὲ γὰρ κρᾶσις, ἀλλά τις 

E ἄχρατος ξυμπεφορημένη ἀληϑῶς ἣ τοιαύτη γίγνεται ἑχάστοτ᾽ 

ὄντως τοῖς χεχτημένοις ξυμφορά. 
ΠΡΩ. ᾿“ληϑέστατα. 
SQ. Νῦν δὴ καταπέφευγεν ἡμῖν ἣ τἀγαϑοῦ δύναμις εἰς 

τὴν τοῦ καλοῦ φύσιν. μετριότης γὰρ καὶ ξυμμέτρια κάλλος 
δήπου χαὶ ἀρετὴ πανταχοῦ ξυμβαίνει γίγνεσθαι. 

TIP2. Πάνυ μὲν οὖν. 
32. Καὶ μὴν ἀλήϑειάν γ᾽ ἔφαμεν αὐτοῖς ἐν τῇ κράσει 

μεμῖχϑαι. 

ΠΡΩ. Πάνυ ye. 
65 ΣΩ. Οὐκοῦν εἰ μὲ μιᾷ δυνάμεϑ'᾽ ἰδέᾳ, τὸ ἀγαϑὸν [Inged- 

σαι,] σύντρισι λαβόντες, κάλλει καὶ ἐμμετρίᾳ χαὶ ἀληϑείᾳ, λέ- 

[καί] By cancelling this word we ar- owner. 
rive at the right construction, ἐπὶ τος ξυμφορά] Observe the play on the 
προϑύροις τῆς τἀγαθοῦ οἰκήσεως. τῆς word ξυμπεφορημένη. LY 
τοῦ τοιούτου seems to have been in- μετριότης) This answers to ἀρετή, 
serted after this intrusive xo) had made and ξυμμετρία to χάλλος. 
τῆς οἰχήσεως seem to be without an λαβόντες] This has nothing to do 
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ς - 43 ray 2 , > Ww > , »” ~ 
γωμὲν ὡς τοῦτο Folov ἕν ogdotar ἂν αἰτιασαίμεϑα [av] τῶν 

ἐν τῇ ξυμμίξει, χαὶ διὰ τοῦϑ᾽ 

γεγονέναι. 

TTP2. Ὀρϑύτατα μὲν οὖν. 

ς > ‘ ᾽ν , ee’ 

ὡς ἀγαϑὸν ov τοιαύτην αὐτὴν 

ΣΩ, Ἤδη τοίνυν, ὦ Πρώταρχε, ἱχανὸς ἡμῖν γένοιτ᾽ ἂν 

ὁστισοῦν χριτὴς ἡδονῆς te πέρι καὶ φρονήσεως, ὁτιότερον αὐ- 
τοῖν τοῦ ἀρίστου ξυγγενέστερόν τε χαὶ τιμιώτερον ἐν ἀνϑρώ- 
σίοις τέ ἐστι χαὶ ϑεοῖς. 

ΠΡΩ. 4ῆλον μέν, ὅμως 

βέλειον. 

δ᾽ οὖν τῷ λόγῳ ἐπεξελϑεῖν 

ΣΩ, Kad ἕν ἕχαστον τοίνυν τῶν τριῶν τιρὸς τὴν ἡδονὴν 
‘ ‘ ~ , - ‘ , ~ , ~ 

χαὶ τὸν νοῦν χρίνωμεν. δεῖ γὰρ ἰδεῖν ποτέρῳ μᾶλλον [ξυγγε- 

γὲς} ἕχαστον αὐτῶν ἀπονεμοῦμεν. 
ΠΡΩ, Κάλλους nai ἀληϑείας καὶ μετριότητος στέρι λέγεις. 
ΣΩ. Ναί. πρῶτον δέ γ᾽ ἀληϑείας λαβοῦ, ὦ Πρώταρχε" 

nai λαβόμενος, βλέψας εἰς τρία, νοῦν xai ἀλήϑειαν χαὶ ἣδο- 

viv, σπιολὺν ἐπισχὼν χρόνον, ἀπόχριναι σαυτῷ, πότερον ἡδονὴ 
ξυγγενέστερον ἢ νοῦς ἀληϑείᾳ. 

with catching, though the scribe who 
interpolated Snpcicar thought so. The 
infinitive to be understood is λαβεῖν. 
No ἰδέαι can be the instrument for 
ensnaring or seizing on tayaSdv. We 
have in fact found it; and we form our 
notion of it, (compare ἐπειδὰν λάβῃς, 
17, c) not by a single but by a triple 
character. For this reason as ovy is 
quite inappropriate (else we should also 
read σὺν μ'8), I have written σύντρισι, 
and as the three characters have been 
repeatedly mentioned, and are soon to 
be mentioned again, as Beauty or Sym- 
metry, Measure, and Truth, I have 
changed συμμετρία into ἐμμετρία. τοῦτο 
is manifestly τάγαϑόν, and this they 
consider the cause τῶν ἐν τῇ ξυμμίξει, 
which is not quite so easy as it looks. 
For τἀγαϑὸν is not spoken of as the 
cause of the ingredients; and if ta ἐν 
τῇ ξυμμίξει does not mean these, it 
must be constrained to mean the triple 
conditions of a good mixture just men- 
tioned. But perhaps this constraint 
would be no longer felt, if we could 
find out what is lurking under the cor- 

rupt οἷον ἕν. Indeed it is not so cer- 
tain that τῶν itself is correct, for the 
repeated ἂν in altiacatueS’ ἄν, which 
I have omitted as. intolerable in Attic 
prose, might make one suspect that 
αἰτιασαίμεϑ᾽ αὐτῶν was to be read, 
and that some word like παρουσίας had 
preceded. The argument is very plain. 
There is ἀγαδὸν in χρᾶσις, for all 
prefer the mixed to the unmixed. But 
μέτρον, χάλλος, ἀλήϑεια must be pre- 
sent at all χράσεις ; therefore we may 
conclude that these three represent that 
one, and that ἀγαθὸν is the cause of 
their presence in the χρᾶσις, and that 
the χρᾶσις is good (τοιαύτην) because 
of the Good that causes it. 

[Evyyevés]] This word I have put in 
brackets. If any one wishes to retain it, 
he must insert εἷς. But although Socra- 
tes afterwards uses this figure of speech, 
—nétepov ἡδονὴ Evyyevéotepov—it is 
not wanted, and its absence is fully 
compensated by the verb ἀπονεμοῦμεν. 
“To which of the two shall we rather 
declare Measure, Beauty, and Truth to 
belong?” 

B 

σ 
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ΠΡΩ, Τί δὲ χρόνου δεῖ; 

NAATQNOS ΦΙΛΗΒΟΣ. 

πολὺ γάρ, οἶμαι, διαφέρετον. ἢ μαι, 

ἡδονὴ μὲν γὰρ ἁπάντων ἀλαζονίστατον, ὡς δὲ λόγος, καὶ ἐν 
ταῖς ἡδοναῖς ταῖς περὶ τἀφροδίσια, at δὴ μέγισται δοχοῦσιν 
Ύ ~ ~ εἶναι, χαὶ τὸ ἐπιορχεῖν συγγνώμην εἴληφε τταρὰ ϑεῶν, ὡς χα- 

’ , ~ © ~ ~ 2 oy 5 7 , 
Saneg σταίδων τῶν ἡδονῶν νοῦν οὐδὲ τὸν ὀλίγιστον χεχτημέ- 

Ὁ νων" νοῦς δ᾽ ἤτοι ταὐτὸν χαὶ ἀλήϑειά ἐστιν ἢ πάντων δμοιό-- 
τατόν τὰ χαὶ ἀληϑέστατον. 

XQ. Οὐχοῦν τὸ μετὰ τοῦτο τὴν μετριότητα ὡσαύτως σχέ- 
wou, πότερον ἣ δονὴ φρονήσεως ἢ φρόνησις ἡδονῆς wheiw κέχ- 
τηται; 

ΠΡΩ, Ἐὔσκετιτόν γε καὶ ταύτην σχέψιν τεροβέβληκας. οἷ- 
μαι γὰρ Hdovig μὲν καὶ περιχαρείας οὐδὲν τῶν ὄντων σεεφυχὸς 
ἀμετρώτερον εὑρεῖν ἂν viva, νοῦ δὲ καὶ ἐπιστήμης ἐμμετρώ- 

Igo W co 

τερον οὐδ᾽ ἂν ἕν zoe. 

ΣΩ, Καλῶς εἴρηχας. ca 2 a” , A , - 

ὅμως δ᾽ ὅτι λέγε TO τρίτον. νοὺς 
~ ͵ - ~ - ’ > 

ἡμῖν χάλλους μετείληφε τιλεῖον ἢ τὸ τῆς ἡδονῆς γένος, ὥστ 
εἶναι χαλλίω νοῦν ἡδονῆς, ἢ τοὐναντίον; 

TIP2. ᾿,1λλ᾽ οὖν φρόνησιν μὲν χαὶ νοῦν, ὦ Σώχρατες, οὐ- 
" , > ΨΩ [τ a” > 

δεὶς mwwmor οὔϑ'᾽ ὕπαρ οὔτ 
» > AY wi? é »~” > 
ovag αἰσχρὸν οὔτ᾽ εἶδεν οὔτ 

2 , > ~ > ~ ” , w> ww yw? 
ἐσιενόησεν οὐδαμῇ οὐδαμῶς οὔτε γιγνόμενον οὔτ᾽ ὄντα οὔτ 

ἐσόμενον. 
32. Ὀρϑῶς. 
ΠΡΩ, Ἡδονάς δέ γέ που, καὶ ταῦτα σχεδὸν τὰς μεγίστας, 

a » Cos c ~ w ‘ ~ ,’ > > ~ w s 

ὅταν ἴδωμεν ἡδόμενον ἡντινοῦν, ἢ τὸ γελοῖον éx’ αὐταῖς ἢ TO 
, 2 « , c ~ > , > ? , ‘ 

66 warty αἴσχιστον ξττόμενον ὁρῶντες, αὕτοι γ΄ αἰσχυνόμεθα καὶ. 
3 ~ 

ἀφανίζοντες χρύπτομεν 0 τι μάλιστα, veeti πάντα τὰ τοιαῦτα 
διδόντες, ὡς φῶς οὐ δέον δρᾶν αὐτά ς, ὡς φῶς οὐ δέον δρᾶν αὐτά. 

᾿ > > 22. Πάντῃ δὴ φήσεις, ὦ Πρώταρχε, bud τ᾽ ἀγγέλων 
[πέμτιω»] καὶ πταροῦσι φράζων, ὡς ἡδονὴ κτῆμ᾽ οὐχ ἔστι τερῶ- 

ἀμετρώτερον .. ἐμμετρώτερον)] I have 
followed the authority of the oldest MS. 
Buttmann, though disposed to extend 
the analogy of ἀχροτέρος, σφοδρότερος 
&c. to compound words, and to consider 
εὐτεχνώτερος and such like as licenses 
taken by the Attie poet in unusual 
words, is content to await a fuller in- 
duction. The presence of these forms 
in a MS. which has preserved so many 

Atticisms is a part and no small part 
of the kind of proof which he wanted. 

᾿Αλλ᾽ οὖν] Here again the MSS. and 
Edd. have ἾΑρ᾽ οὖν, which is evidently 
out of place where an admission is made 
in answer to a previous question, and 
where the only answer made by the next 
speaker is ᾿Ορθῶς. 

[πέμπων]] ux ἀγγέλων φράζει» is the 
same as ἀγγέλους πέμπων φράζειν. 

"Te 
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2 > > να 2 2 A ~ , \ , \ 
τὸν οὐδ᾽ αὖ δεύτερον, ἀλλὰ τιρῶτον μέν mH περὶ μέτρον καὶ 

τὸ μέτριον καὶ καίριον καὶ τεάνϑ᾽ ὁπιόσα τοιαῦτα χρὴ νομίζειν 
yy ἀΐδιον ηὑρῆσϑ' Ἵ τὴν αἴδιον ἡὐρῆσϑαι φύσιν. 
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ΠΡΩ. Φαίνεται γοῦν ἐκ τῶν νῦν λεγομένων. 
wv , 4 4 A , Ν 4 \ Μ s 4 

32. “δεύτερον μὴν περὶ τὸ σύμμετρον καὶ χαλὸν χαὶ τὸ 
Ν ~ ~ = 

τέλεον nai ἱκανὸν χαὶ nav? dnd0a τῆς γενεᾶς αὖ ταύτης ἐστίν. 

ΠΡΩ. Ἔριχε γοῦν. 
ΣΩ, Τὸ τοίνυν τρίτον, ὡς ἣ ἐμὴ μαντεία, νοῦν καὶ φρό- 

mow τιϑεὶς οὐχ ἂν μέγα τι τῆς ἀληϑείας τιαρεξέλϑοις. 
HPQ. Ἴσως. 

32. 2Ao οὖν [οὐ τέταρτα ἃ τῆς ψυχῆς αὐτῆς ἔϑεμεν, ᾽ / 5 / 
, ~ > 

ἐπιστήμας te χαὶ τέχνας καὶ δόξας ὀρϑὰς λεχϑείσας, ταῦτ 
3 ~ ‘ ~ ~ 4 ~ 

εἶναι τὰ τιρὸς τοῖς τρισὶ τέταρτα, εἴγτερ τοῦ ayadod ἐσεὶ μᾶλ-- 

λὸν τῆς ἡδονῆς ξυγγενῆ; 

ΠΡΩ. Tax ὧν. 

SQ. Πέμτιτας τοίνυν, ἃς ἡδονὰς ἔϑεμεν ἀλύπους δρισά- 
μενοι, χαϑαρὰς ἐπονομάσαντες τῆς ψυχῆς αὐτῆς, ἐπιστήμαις, 

tag δ᾽ αἰσϑήσεσιν, ἑπομένας; 

ΠΡΩ. Ἴσως. 
YO -.-. 

σμον ἀοιδῆς. ἀτὰρ κινδυνεύει 

Comp. Eur. Alcest. 181, 188. But ὑπ᾿ 
ἀγγέλων πέμπων is nothing at all. 

τοιαῦτα χρή] The MSS. are divided 
between τοιαῦτα χρὴ and χρὴ τοιαῦτα, 
the former, which alone makes sense, 
being supported by the inferior MSS. 

τὴν ἀΐδιον ηὑρῆσθαι φύσιν] 1 have 
discussed the proper reading and inter- 
pretation of this passage in my Intro- 
duction. With regard to the expression 
τὴν ἀΐδιον φύσιν in place of ἀγαθόν, 
which he has all along been employing, 
it is not difficult to see that Plato here, 
knowing that the mere argument is 
virtually at an end, breaks loose from 
dialectic trammels and allows his en- 
thusiasm full play. It is to be noticed 
that he uses the word αΐδιος which to 
a common hearer meant only perpetual 
or eternal, in a further sense with which 
his scholars were familiar, of the in- 

© > ~ OT, , “ , Sat 
Ἔχτῃ δ᾽ ἐν γενεᾷ, φησὶν Ὀρφεύς, xavanatoure 26- 

af ς / , > cr 

nat ὃ ἡμέτερος λόγος ἔν ἕκτῃ 

visible or undiscoverable. That for the 
sake of which all things are is the end, 
and being the end it cannot be ex- 
plained, as other things are, by that to 
which it belongs, or of which it is the 
effect; but its name is also its defini- 
tion. It ἐδ, and there is nothing beyond. 

τῆς ἀληθείας] These words are in- 
troduced with a certain bye-purpose of 
shewing that this νοῦς owes its place 
to the Truth of which it is the reali- 
sation. 

[οὐ rérapra]] If τέταρτα is in its right 
place here, it is of no use lower down; 
but it seems better placed there than 
here. 

ἐπιστήμαις) The MSS. have ἐπιστή- 
μας, ταῖς δέ. The scribe was put out 
by the want of τὰς μέν, but it is under- 
stood in τὰς δέ, according to a common 
idiom. 

B 

σ 
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, cs , ᾿ς ‘ ᾿ Ὁ) © ~ I er 
D χαταπιεπαυμένος εἶναι χρίσει. τὸ δὴ μετὰ ταῦϑ'᾽ ἡμῖν οὐδὲν 

λοιπὸν hiv ὥσπερ χεφαλὴν ἀττοδοῦναι τοῖς εἰρημένοις. 
ΠΡΩ. Οὐχοῦν χρή. 
32. "Tt δή, τὸ τρίτον τῷ σωτῆρι τὸν αὐτὸν διαμαρτυρά- 

μενοι λόγον ἐτιεξέλϑωμεν. 

ΠΡΩ. Ποῖον δὴ τὸ τρίτον, ὦ Σώχρατες; ὡς Φίληβος τά- 
γαϑὸν ἐτίϑετο ἡμῖν ἡδονὴν εἶναι πᾶσαν καὶ ττάντῃ; ὡς γὰρ 
ἔοικας, ἔλεγες ἀρτίως τὸν ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἐπαναλαβεῖν δεῖν Loyov. - 

E 32. Ναί, τὸ δέ ye μετὰ τοῦτ᾽ ἀχούωμεν. ἐγὼ γὰρ δὴ 
χατιδὼν ἅπερ νῦν δὴ διεληλυϑα, καὶ δυσχεράνας τὸν Φιλήβου 

, > , > Ν ~ a , , . ς 
λόγον οὐ μόνον ἀλλὰ χαὶ ἄλλων πολλάκις μυρίων, εἶπον ὡς 

ἡδονῆς ye νοῦς εἴη μαχρῷ βέλτιόν τε καὶ ἄμεινον τῷ τῶν ἀν- 
, , 

ϑρώπων βίῳ. 

ΠΡΩ, “Hy ταῦτα. 
32. Ὑποπτεύων δέ γε καὶ ἄλλ᾽ εἶναι πολλά, εἶπον ὧς, 

εἰ φανείη τι τούτων ἀμφοῖν βέλτιον, ὑπτὲρ τῶν δευτερείων νῷ 
‘ « Ἂχ , c ‘ ’ ‘ , , σιρὸς ἡδονὴν ξυνδιαμαχοίμην, ἡδονὴ δὲ καὶ δευτερείων στερή-- 

σοιτο. ᾿ 
61 ΠΡΩ. Εἶπες γὰρ οὖν. 

- > 22. Καὶ μετὰ ταῦτά ye πάντων ἱκανώτατον τούτοιν οὐδέ- 
τερον [ἱχανὸν] ἐφάνη. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿“1ληϑέστατα. 
ΣΩ. Οὐκοῦν παντάπασιν > 4 ~ , ‘ ~ 

ἐν τούτῳ τῷ λόγῳ καὶ νοῦς 

ἀπήλλαχτο καὶ ἡδονὴ μή τι τἀγαϑόν γ᾽ αὐτὸ μηδέτερον αὐ- 

τὸ τρίτον τῷ σωτῆρι] A common 
proverb for adding the finishing stroke 
to any performance. The third libation 
was offered to Ζεὺς Σωτήρ. 

Ποῖον δή] If the reader will look 
into any other edition, he willsee wherein 
I have departed from the received text. 
The reasons for so doing need scarcely 
be given. Φίληβος x. τ. ξ. in the mouth 
of Socrates is made to eut Protarchus’ 
question IJotov δὴ τὸ τρίτον; in two, 
making nonsense of both halves, and 
looking like nonsense itself. I have 
joined it by ὡς to that part of Pro- 
tarchus’ speech, where it must occur 
to give sense to Socrates’ answer. I 
have also added γὰρ to the second we, 

and for παντελῆ, which is absurd, put 
πάντῃ. 

[txavéy]] The interpolation of this 
word is easily accounted for, if we 
suppose that the reading of the Cois- 
linian πάντων ἱχανώτατα ἐφάνη was 
founded on some old copy. For in this 
way there was no predicate to ovdéte- 
ρον. Afterwards the correctors of the 
copies which, like the Bodleian, re- 
tained ἱχανώτατον, on collation with such 
another copy, adopted the reading, not 
suspecting that it was invented as a 
salve to a corruption from which their 
own text was exempt. 

ἀπήλλακτο] This confirms my con- 
jecture on Thucydides 1, 138: where 

a ᾿ ὦ 

= 
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τοῖν εἶναι, στερόμενον αὐταρχείας “ai τῆς τοῦ ἱκανοῦ χαὶ τε- 

λέου δυνάμεως; 
ΠΡΩ. Ὀρϑύότατα. 
ΣΩ, Φανέντος δέ γ᾽ ἄλλου τρίτου κρείττονος τούτοιν ἕχα- 

τέρου, μυρίῳ αὖ νοὺς ἡδονῆς οἰχειότερον χαὶ προσφυέστερον B 

πέφανται νῦν τῇ τοῦ νιχῶντος ἰδέᾳ. 
ΠΡΩ. Πῶς γὰρ οὔ; 
ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν πέμπτον χατὰ τὴν κρίσιν, ἣν νῦν 6 λόγος 

ἀπεφήνατο, γίγνοιτ᾽ ἂν ἣ τῆς ἡδονῆς δύναμις. 
ΠΡΩ. ὋἜριχεν. 
SQ. Πρῶτον δέ γε, οὐδ᾽ ἂν οἱ πάντες βόες τε χαὶ i701 

χαὶ τἄλλα ξύμπαντα ϑηρία φῶσι τῷ τὸ χαίρειν διώχειν" οἷς 
πιστεύοντες, ὥσπερ μάντεις ὄρνισιν, οἱ πολλοὶ χρίνουσι τὰς 
ἡδονὰς εἰς τὸ ζῆν ἡμῖν εὖ χρατίστας εἶναι, χαὶ τοὺς ϑηρίων 

ἔρωτας οἴονται χυρίους εἶναι μάρτυρας μᾶλλον [ἢ τοὺς] τῶν ἐν 
Moton φιλοσόφῳ μεμαντευμένων ἑχάστοτε λόγων. 

ΠΡΩ. ᾿Αληϑέστατα, ὦ Σώχρατες, εἰρῆσϑαί σοι νῦν ἤδη 
φαμὲν ἅτπιαντες. 

ΣΩ. Οὐχοῦν καὶ ἀφίετέ με; 
ΠΡΩ. Σμιχρὸν ἔτι τὸ λοιτιόν, ὦ Σώχρατες" οὐ γὰρ δή 

που σύ γ᾽ ἀπερεῖς τιρότερος ἡμῶν. ὑπομνήσω δέ σε τὰ λει- 
πόμενγα. 

he says in speaking of the character 
of Themistocles: χρῖναι δ᾽ txavav οὐχ 
ἀπήλλακτο. “He did not shut himself 
up from men capable of judging.” For 
μή Ti—ye the Books have μή to.—ye, 
which is a blunder of continual occur- 
rence. 

Πρῶτον δέ ye, οὐδ᾽ ἄν] The second 
class of MSS. and Eusebius have the 
reading οὐχ ἄν, which, if it be written 
οὔ, χἂν would be no way inferior to 

that in the text. 
φῶσι τῷ τὸ χαίρειν διώκειν] They 

declare it, not by word, but by deed, 
by following pleasure. 

ἐν Μούσῃ] Compare Laws 899 ©, ἔν 
τε Μούσαις οὐκ dpsic ὑμνούμεναι; not 
by the Muses, but in songs inspired by 
them. I have put ἢ τοὺς in brackets. 
The same double construction after a 
comparative is offered by the MSS. in 
a passage of the Huthydemus. 
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TRANSPOSITIONS AND INTERPOLATIONS. 

Those who haye not paid much attention to the Critical History 
of our Texts will probably think that they cannot have suffered 

much from the placing of words out of their proper order, and . 

that consequently we ought not to rely on corrections attempted 
by means of transposition. But if any one will take the trouble 

to compare the various readings of the MSS. say of Thucydides 

or Plato, he will find instances continually recurring in which 

one copy differs from another in this respect, although in others 

it presents very few diversities of reading. Again if he will 

search for those cases where a transposition of two or more 

words restores the sense of an otherwise hopeless passage, he 

will soon find that their number accumulates far more rapidly 
than he had expected. Nor will it be long before he is able to 

make a considerable muster of sentences in which a word has 

strayed so far from its place that it is found at the other end 
of the sentence, or even in another to which it cannot belong. 

And not only single words or phrases, but whole sentences have 
thus changed places, as in those parts of Tragedy where the dia- 

logue consists of alternating lines or couplets, and the sense has 

enabled critics to discover the places to which these originally 
belonged. These faults of transcription are no more than we 

should have a right to expect: for in the first place it is nothing 

unusual that a scribe should leave out one or more words, or 

that haying left them out he should place them where the reader 
will notice the omission, or that his copyist should in his hurry 

fail to observe the mark in the text corresponding to another 

in the margin which shewed where the words were to be in- 

serted; or if the first writer was content to write the words in 
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the body of the text, with certain letters to shew that two parts 

of a sentence were to be read in an inverted order, it was no 

wonder if the transcriber neglected those letters. Some of these 

transpositions are so strange that one can scarcely figure to one- 

self the state of the MS. in which the blunder first began. 

I give two instances of this; of which the first is from the 

Plutus vy. 119-20. 

Πλ. ὃ Ζεὺς μὲν οὖν οἶδ᾽ do... . 2.2... ἔμ᾽ εἰ 
GVO OLE? . σον Cer es oko t νῦν δ᾽ οὐ τοῦτο δρᾷ; 

The first place where I have left a gap is commonly filled up 

with the words τὰ τούτων wag and the second with ἂν ἐπιτρί- 
wee. The result is that you are obliged to take τὸ μῶρα for τὴν 

μωρίαν, that the speaker must be understood to say τούτων of 
those whom he is addressing, that Jove is represented as likely to 

punish one person for the folly of two others with whom he has 

nothing to do, and that we have to digest’ such an order of 

words as we can find no match for in all Greek literature. But 

transpose these, and fill up the first gap with ἂν ἐπιτρίψειε, and 

the second with τυυτώμωρε, and you get 

Πλ. ὁ Ζεὺς μὲν οὖν οἶδ᾽ ὡς ἂν ἐπιτρίψειέ μ᾽, εἰ 

πύϑοιτο tor. Xe. ὦ μῶρε, νῦν δ᾽ οὐ τοῦτο δρᾷ; 
In the Heruclide of Euripides the following verses (682 foll.) 

occur, 

Θεράπων. 

ἥκιστα πρός σου μῶρον ἦν εἰπεῖν ἔπος. 
Ἰόλαος. 

καὶ μὴ μετασχεῖν γ᾽ ἀλκίμου μάχης φίλοις. 
Θεράπων. 
ΠΤ H K 

Ἰόλαος. 

τί δ᾽, οὐ ϑένοιμι κἂν ἐγὼ δι’ ἀσπίδος; 
Θεράπων. 

ϑένοις ἄν, ἀλλὰ πρόσϑεν αὐτὸς ἂν πέσοις. 

Ἰόλαος. 

οὐδεὶς ἔμ᾽ ἐχϑρῶν προσβλέπων ἀνέξεται. 
Θεράπων. 

**¢ © © # © & & H & ἃ 

᾿Ιόλαος. 
μ - > 

GAN οὖν μαχοῦνται γ᾽ ἀριϑμὸν οὐκ ἐλάσσοσι. 
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Θεράπων. 

σμικρὸν τὸ σὸν σήκωμα προστίϑης φίλοις. 
I have written μαχοῦνται for μαχοῦμαι because Iolaus is thinking 

of his enemies, as we see from his foregoing speech, and his plea 

is that at least he will help to make up the number on his side. 
“Our enemies shall at least fight men not fewer in number.” If 

this wanted confirmation, it would be confirmed by the answer 

σμικρὸν x. τ. —. But how are we to fill up the gaps? Here are 
two lines for the purpose which I give from the MSS. and Edi- 

tions; they both begin alike. 

1. οὐκ ἔστ᾽ ἐν ὄψει τραῦμα, μὴ δρώσης χερός. 
2. οὐκ ἔστιν, ὦ τᾶν, ἥτις ἦν δώμη σέϑεν. 

If we ask the merest beginner which answers best in either pas- 

sage, he will say that nothing can be more appropriate than to , 
remind an old man of his weakness, when he threatens to join 

the battle, nor more inappropriate than when he counts on his 

enemies flying from his very look; and that as the proper answer 

to the last boast would be to tell him, that /ooks do not wound, 

so the same observation is altogether foreign to the purpose, 

when the old man has just said, “It is not worthy of me to re- 

fuse to share the fight with my friends”. Now the Books all 
agree in the very opposite decision, and assign no. 1. to the first 

gap and no. 2. to the second; and what is far more wonderful, 

Elmsley mentions the change, which was first proposed by Mus- 

grave, without giving the slightest hint that he even thinks it 

probable. 

In the Iphigenia Taurica y. 513 foll. we find the same error. 

Iphigenia asks the unknown Orestes whether he will tell her 

something. Orestes answers that he will. And now that we 

are on the tiptoe to know what question Iphigenia will ask, 

because we naturally expect the first unravelling of the plot 
from the answer thereto, she breaks into a sentimental reflexion. 

καὶ μὴν ποϑεινός 7 ἦλϑες ἐξ άργους μολών. 
to which Orestes answers very naturally, “You may be glad to 
see me here, but I am not so glad to be here”: after which in- 

terruption the expected questioning and answering begin. But if 

we take this interrupting couplet out of the way and put it im- 

mediately after Iphigenia has learnt that the stranger is from 
Argos, in this order, 
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φυγὰς δ᾽ ἀπῆρας πατρίδος, ἢ ποίᾳ τύχῃ; 
φεύγω τρόπον ye δή τιν᾽ οὐχ ἑκὼν ἑκών. 
καὶ μὴν ποϑεινός γ᾽ ἦλϑες ἐξ "άργους μολών. 
οὔκουν ἐμαυτῷ γ᾽, εἰ δὲ σοί, σὺ τοῦϑ᾽ ὅρα. 
do’ ἄν τί μοι φράσειας ὧν ἐγὼ ϑέλω; 
ὥς γ᾽ ἐν παρέργῳ τῆς ἐμῆς δυσπραξίας.--- 

we find each verse naturally arising out of that which precedes 

and introducing to that which follows it. 

For the some reason, to such a line as this (Jon 1295) 
ἔμελλες οἰκεῖν τὔμ᾽, ἐμοῦ βίᾳ λαβών, 

SHyOonon 

the retort 
κἄπειτα τοῦ μέλλειν μ᾽ ἀπέκτεινες φύβῳ; 

ought to answer without anything intervening; but that passage 

would lead me into another topic, that of wilful interpolation, 

for the four lines πατρός γε---χϑονός contain nothing but what is 

said with equal clearness further on. 

The same reason does not apply to the passage in the Ewthy- 

demus (305, c. Ὁ) which I have mentioned elsewhere in this Book 

(p. m1), where the following most necessary connexion has been 

broken by the negligence of some copyist: οἴονται δ᾽ εἶναι πάντων 
σοφώτατοι ἀνθρώπων, πρὸς δὲ τῷ εἶναι καὶ δοκεῖν ἂν πάνυ παρὰ 

πολλοῖς, ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἰδίοις λόγοις ὅταν ἀποληφϑῶσιν, 

ὑπὸ τῶν ἀμφὶ Εὐθύδημον κολούεσϑαι. | ὥστε (τοῦ) παρὰ 
πᾶσιν εὐδοκιμεῖν ἐμποδὼν σφίσιν εἶναι οὐδένας ἄλλους, ἢ τοὺς περὶ 
φιλοσοφίαν ἀνθρώπους. It is true that the words which I have 

here introduced into their proper place, have, where they now 
occur, been the innocent cause of the silly interpolation, εἶναι μὲν 

γὰρ τῇ ἀληϑείᾳ σφᾶς σοφωτάτους, but they were not displaced on 
purpose to make room for an interpolation, like the verse in the 

Jon quoted above. 

This whole matter of transposition may be summed up thus. 
If the misplacing of words is an accident of frequent occurrence 

in writing, and the correction of such errors is liable to be mis- 

understood and so to lead to further confusion; if the examples 

of such confusion are to be found in several places where the 

nature of metrieal dialogue would generally be a safeguard against 

their occurrence; and if these ‘examples often concern not only 

single words but even whole verses, it is unreasonable to refuse 

assent to those conjectural emendations which consist of trans- 
, 
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position, when by such transposition we obtain sentences of which 

the grammatical construction and the sense are such as satisfy the 

reader, because it is most unlikely that good grammar and good 

sense should be produced by accident, and not be the sense and 

the grammar intended by the author. 

The question of the a priori probability of interpolations may 

be disposed of in a few words; probably no one will deny the 

likelihood that words appearing in the margin, where they were 

intended as mere observations, should be mistaken by a copyist 

for restorations of matter omitted in the text; but some persons 

may feel reluctant to believe that the scribes would wilfully in- 

terpolate words of their own, and endeayour to. pass them off as 

the words of the author, or perhaps they would concede such a 

possibility only where the text which the copyist had before - 

him was corrupt or unintelligible; but this belief that the writers 

of our manuscripts were scrupulous and were generally guided 

by common sense, is altogether contrary to experience. Hundreds 

of passages may be adduced from all the masters of Attic prose, 

to shew that the scribes were in the habit of inserting unneces- 

sary words, words which were intended to eke out the construction, 

and which only serve to confound it, and words which shew that 

the whole drift of the passage was. misunderstood. Too much 

stress cannot be laid on the last class, for if we find a clause 

added which either contradicts the rest of the sentence or is 

utterly irrelevant to it, the scribe is at once conyicted of deli- 

berate forgery. 

I have already pointed out that in Laws 710, a, the words 

τοῖς δὲ ἐγκρατῶς are an antithesis invented to answer to τοῖς μὲν 

ἀκρατῶς, and that τοῖς μὲν ἀκρατῶς itself is a corrupt reading, 

for the speaker is describing that vulgar kind of temperance 

which is developed even in children and in beasts, to prevent their 

being unrestrained as lo pleasure, ὅπερ sb9vg παισὶ καὶ ϑηρίοις, 

TOU μὴ ἀκρατῶς ἔχειν πρὸς τὰς ἡδονάς, ξύμφυτον ἐπανϑεῖ. 1 have 
also mentioned a passage in the Phedo, where the difference 

between Plato’s meaning and that of the interpolator amounts to 

a contradiction. For while the one bids us, if we are sure of 

our principle, disregard any seeming contradictions that may arise 

out of it, (χαίρειν ἐῴης ἂν ta am’ ἐκείνης ὁρμηϑέντα) the other 

é 



PALAZOGRAPHICAL REMARKS. 127 

tells us to hold our principle only provisionally, until such a con- 

tradiction arises. See Phedo 101, ν. 

In Laws 841,8, we read, τὸ δὴ λανθάνειν τούτων δρῶντά τι καλὸν 

παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς ἔστω [νόμιμον] ἔϑει καὶ ἀγράφῳ νομισϑὲν vouw, τὸ δὲ 
μὴ λανϑάνειν αἰσχρόν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τὸ μὴ πάντως δρᾶν. Tf this is cor- 

rect, the writer asserts that ηοΐ to do the forbidden things is not 

disgraceful. But so flat a truism never dropped from Plato’s pen. 

Remove τὸ δὲ μὴ λανθάνειν αἰσχρόν, and then we see that it is not 
τὸ μὴ δρᾶν that is to be the καλὸν of these men of weak virtue, 
but that they are to be allowed a lower kind of καλόν, namely 
τὸ λανϑάνειν δρῶντα. And so Plato comments on his own words, 
οὕτω τό τε (vulgo τοῦτο) αἰσχρὸν av καὶ καλὸν δευτέρως av ἡμῖν ἐν 
τῷ νόμῳ γενόμενον κέοιτο. ὁ 

It is difficult to account for such interpolations as those which 

I have pointed out in my edition of the Symposium (Ep. ad Th. 

pp. Xtv-xvr) and yet they are of continual occurrence in Plato. 

On the one hand we can hardly conceive how any one who 

knew the construction well enough to supply ἐπιτρέψειν ὑμῖν 
(Laws 817, c) should fail to see that ἐώσειν had already been pro- 

vided for the same purpose, or why any one should have thought 

it necessary for the sense in Thewtetus 171, c, to add τότε καὶ ὁ 

Πρωταγόρας αὐτὸς ξυγχωρήσεται, in order to give construction to 
what follows, when he had before him ἐξ ἁπάντων ἄρα ἀπὸ τῶν 
Πρωταγόρου ἀρξαμένων ἀμφισβητήσεται, μᾶλλον δέ γ᾽ ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνου 
ὁμολογήσεται. 

But the interpolators are not merely intent on helping out 

the construction by their supplements; sometimes they endea- 

your to give an additional beauty to the text, as in the follow- 

ing passage of Demosthenes ἐμ Midiam, which I quote énstar 

omnium as ἃ specimen of the manner in which our scribes 

thought they could add finishing touches to Attic oratory, 546, a. 

εἶθ᾽ ὑμεῖς τὸν οὕτως ὠμόν, τὸν οὕτως ἀγνώμονα, τὸν τηλικαύτας di- 

κας λαμβάνοντα, ὧν αὐτὸς ἠδικῆσϑαί φησι μόνον, (οὐ γὰρ ἠδίκητό 
γε,) τοῦτον ὑβρίζοντα λαβόντες εἴς τινα τῶν πολιτῶν ἀφήσετε, καὶ 

μήϑ᾽ ἑορτῆς, μήϑ᾽ ἱερῶν, μήτε νόμου, μήτ᾽ ἄλλου μηδενὸς πρόνοιαν 

ποιούμενον οὐ καταψηφιεῖσϑε; οὐ παράδειγμα ποιήσετε; If ever 
there was a passage where the rules of Art required that nothing 

should interrupt the swelling indignation of the speaker till it 

burst out in one single call to vengeance, it is this one which 
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our copyists have garnished with ἀφήσετε and οὐ καταψηφιεῖσϑε. 
But luckily for us, this second ornament is fastened on to an ac- 

cusative ποιούμενον, which refuses to hold it. Perhaps those who 

- believe that all interpolations in Demosthenes are posterior to the 

MS. 2, will allow this to be an exception; while they are making 

up their minds, let me inform the reader of my suspicion that 

τὸν οὕτως ἀγνώμονα is nothing but a foolish dittographia of τὸν 
οὕτως ὠμόν, and that μόνον is an addition but no improvement 

to φησί. 

A very common source of interpolation is the attempt to fill 

up gaps left in the copy, or to complete passages which seem to 
be defective. In at least two passages of the PAz/ebus it is pretty 

certain that we have supplements of this kind, but we have no- 

thing to guide us to the detection of these, except the hopeless- 

ness of the present reading; and as long as there are ingenious 

men who undertake to explain everything, (Have they not eyen 

explained every Chorus in Sophocles, and that too according 

to various readings?) it will be difficult to hold one’s ground 
against such adversaries, who offer positive results against a mere 

οὐ μανϑάνω. But the tables are turned when we come to pas- 
sages, where we can shew the source of the corruption or prove 

that there is none, as when a marginal note has slipped into the 

text, and then, being treated as a part of it, has been so supple- 

mented as to bring it into harmony with its surroundings. Cobet 

supplies me with an instance from the celebrated fragment of the 

Cretans. Euripides had written φοινικογενοῦς τέκνον Εὐρώπης, 

and a Scholiast had in the Margin explained the first word by 

τῆς Τυρίας. This was by accident incorporated with the text and 

considered as a part of it; but then the Anapestic metre required 

another syllable. This was soon found; and so from that day to the 

Epistola ad Millium, and from it to our own they write or print, 

φοινικογενοῦς παῖ τῆς Τυρίας τέκνον Εὐρώπης. 

I will give an example of the same kind from the Iphigenia 

Taurica. In y. 464, Iphigenia prays, δέξαι ϑυσίας, ἃς 6 παρ᾽ ἡμῖν 
νόμος οὐχ ὁσίας ἀναφαίνει. Some commentator thinks it worth his 

while to warn the reader that zag’ ἡμῖν does not mean the Tau- 

rians but the Greeks, and this he does by writing one word, “Ei- 
λησι. When this word comes to be mixed up with the rest, it is 

found yery troublesome to the metre, but an ingenious person 

———— 
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discovers that if it is placed very near the end with a convenient 

dissyllable of no particular meaning after it, it will give no further 

trouble at least to the metrical critic. And so we haye δέξαι ϑὺυ- 

σίας, ἃς ὁ mag’ ἡμῖν νόμος οὐχ ὁσίας “Ἑλλησι διδοὺς ἀναφαίνει. 
A more striking example is that which I have elsewhere given 

from the Medea vy. 734, foll. 

πέποιϑα, Πελίου δ᾽ ἐχϑρός ἐστί μοι δόμος 
Κρέων τε" τούτοις δ᾽ ὁρκίοισι μὲν ζυγεὶς 

ἄγουσιν οὐ μεϑεῖ᾽ ἂν ἐκ γαίας ἐμέ. 
λόγοις δὲ συμβάς, καὶ ϑεῶν ἀνώμοτος 
φίλος yévor ἄν, κἀπικηρυκεύμασιν 
οὐκ ἂν πίϑοιο, τἀμὰ μὲν γὰρ ἀσϑενῆ, 
τοῖς δ᾽ ὄλβος ἐστί, καὶ δόμος τυραννικός. 

Elmsley’s note on κἀπικηρυχεύμασι is as follows. “κἀπικηρυκεύ- 
para legit Scholiasta. ἐπικηρυκεύματα γάρ εἶσι τὰ διὰ τῶν κη- 

ρυγμάτων γιγνόμενα πρὸς φιλίαν. τῇ δὲ εὐϑείᾳ ἀντὶ δοτικῆς κέχρη- 
ται. ἔδει γὰρ εἰπεῖν, καὶ τοῖς ἐπικηρυκεύμασιν οὐκ av πίϑοιο. Ai- 
Supog δέ φησιν ἐλλείπειν τὴν διὰ. διὰ τὰ ἐπικηρυκεύματα. Paullo 
ante legitur; μὴ ὀμόσας δὲ φίλος γένοιο αὐτοῖς διὰ τοῦ ἐπικηρυκεύ- 
ματος. ϑέλει εἰπεῖν, ἀντὶ τοῦ ἐπικηρυκεύμασιν. λείπει δὲ ἡ διᾶ, 
Latet hie aliquid quod extricare nequeo.” Let us take account of 

the difficulties in the whole passage. First there is μεϑεῖ᾽ av, 
which ought to govern the genitive, and although Porson’s note 

is an excellent one, the question still recurs, “why not ἐμοῦ 

after the nearer verb?” For ἀνώμοτος in the best MSS. there 

is ἐνώμοτος, but this old Scholium by its μὴ ὀμόσας δέ supports 
the former. Then we have κἀπικηρυκεύμασι in the text, but the 

scholiasts most certainly read either κἀπικηρυκεύματα, or τἀπι- 

κηρυκεύματα, or both. Last of all we find in all MSS. and in 

the Scholia οὐκ ἂν πίϑοιο, which, as Dindorf observes, is the 

contrary of what was to be said. For this reason modern edi- 

tions have adopted Wyttenbach’s τάχ ἂν πίϑοιο. But if we look 
at the second Scholium quoted by Elmsley φίλος γένοιο αὐτοῖς διὰ 
τοῦ ἐπικηρυκεύματος, we observe a new combination, which 

proves that τἀπικηρυκεύματα must have been so placed that it 

could be taken, whether rightly or not, as standing ἀπὸ κοινοῦ 
to the two optatives yévor’ dv and οὐκ av πίϑοιο; but this would 
be impossible if the verses ran thus: 

Platonis Philebus, 9 



180 PALMOGRAPHICAL REMARKS. 

φίλος yévor av τἀπικηρυκεύματα, 
ovx av πίϑοιο. 

Therefore the verses must haye been so arranged that while 

οὐκ av πίϑοιο τἀπικηρυκεύματα 
made one line, φίλος yévor ἂν followed in such a way as to ad- 

mit of being construed also with the same word. And this is in 

fact the key of the enigma. οὐκ ἂν πίϑοιο τἀπικηρυκεύματα 
should have followed immediately on {vyetc. But it was left out, 

and afterwards restored at the side or at the foot of the page. 

From hence the last part was fetched and fitted in immediately 

after φίλος yévo’ ἄν: after which οὐκ ἂν πίϑοιο, which still re- 
mained on hand, was admitted into the vacant place. But in the 

meantime the sense contained in οὐκ av πίϑοιο could not wait 
for all these adjustments; so the corrector made a line de suo, 

and that is the very line which Porson defended. The passage 

therefore should be restored thus: 

πέποιθα" Πελίου δ᾽ ἐχϑρός ἐστί μοι δόμος, 
Κρέων τε" τούτοις δ᾽ ὁρκίοισι μὲν ξυγεὶς 

οὐκ av πίϑοιο τἀπικηρυκεύματα" 
λόγοις δὲ συμβάς, καὶ ϑεῶν ἀνώμοτος 
φίλος yévor ἄν, τἀμὰ μὲν γὰρ ἀσϑενῆ, 
τοῖς δ᾽ ὄλβος ἐστί, καὶ δόμος τυραννικός. 

The construction of the third line is just the same as the Homeric 

ἦ ρά νύ μοί τι πίϑοιο. 

In conclusion I will point out some of the most striking inter- 
polations in another Dialogue of Plato which has fared pretty nearly 

as ill as the Philebus, viz. the Politicus. 286, a. μᾶλλον ἢ περὶ τὰ 
μείζω. 286, B. δυσχερῶς (read ἧπερ). 286, v. δεῖν (read μεμερίσϑαι 
and compare 284, 2), 287, a. τῶν τοιούτων λόγων. 287, B. καὶ 
ἐμπύροις καὶ ἀπύροις. (The dialogue is ill distributed, and should 
be arranged thus. προσφϑέγγομεϑα.--- N. Σ. καὶ μάλα ye συχνὸν 
εἶδος. ΕΞ. καὶ τῇ €. ye—émoryuy. N. Σ. πῶς γάρ!) 288, ©. 
προσαγορευϑέν. 293, a. ὀρϑή (read οὗ ἂν γίγνηται). 298, 5. 

ἡγούμεϑα (comma after ἄρχοντας). 295, a. παχυτέρως. (The struc- 
ture is: ϑήσει τὸ τοῖς πολλοῖς προσῆκον, καὶ τὸ ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ, καὶ 

τό πως οὑτωσί. Read ἐν ἑκάστοις τῶν νόμων.) 295, ν. παρὰ τὴν 
ἐλπίδα. 295, v. ποτε νομοϑετηϑέντα. 297, 8. οἷοί τε ὦσι. 298, 

A. ἀναλώματα. 299, B. ζητεῖν. 808, 8. λείπεται. 

y 
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PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 

I have pointed out several passages in the Phz/ebus where the 

dialogue has found its way into the wrong person’s mouth. Si- 

milar blunders have been noticed in the Episi/e prefixed to my 

Euthydemus. I will now bring forward two or three more. Po/. 

287, Ἐ, mentioned above under the head of interpolations. Po/. 

804, ο. N. Σ. Ταύτην ἐκείνων. ΞΞ3. Τὴν δ᾽ εἰ δεῖ μανθάνειν... 
σύ γ᾽ ἡμῖν ἀποφαίνει δεῖν ἄρχειν; Pol. 306, a. πάντως γε μὴν ϑητέον 
is a part of the Stranger’s speech. Laws 811, B. πολυμαϑίαν. 

πῶς ovv .... νομοφύλακι; KA. Tod πέρι λέγεις; AO. Tod πρὸς 

tix... ἀποκωλύοι. KA, Aéye καὶ μηδὲν ἀπόκνει λέγειν. In Euri- 
pides’ Jon 1356 foll. every one is now agreed that the dialogue 
should run thus: Πύυ. λαβών νυν αὐτὰ τὴν τεκοῦσαν ἐχπόνει. Lov. 
πᾶσαν δ᾽ ἐπελϑὼν ᾿Δσιάδ᾽, Εὐρώπης # ὁρούς; Tv. γνώσει τάδ᾽ 
avto¢.—But I quote the passage in order to complete its cor- 
rection. When the second line stood as part of a continuous 

speech, it first acquired that δὲ which the MSS. offer us, But in 
order to bring δὲ in, a transposition was necessary; so the critic 

changed 

᾿Δσιάδ᾽ ἐπέλϑω πᾶσαν, Εὐρώπης # dove; 

into πᾶσαν δ᾽ ἐπελϑὼν ᾿4σιάδ᾽. Yet the old reading which he 
altered is obviously correct. Ἐπελϑὼν would mean that he was 
to look for his mother after he had wandered even the world, and 
not while he was doing so, which would require ἐπεών. 

FALSE COALITION OF SYLLABLES. 

Τὸ τρίτον ἑτέρῳ and τὸ τρίτον é¢ ἐρῶ would be undistinguishable 
in MSS. where neither accents nor breathings were used. In 

Dion. Halic. De Lysia, 7, the words ὅϑεν εἰκὸς τοὺς μὲν ἂν δρᾶ- 
Gat, τοὺς δὲ παϑεῖν, were until Markland’s time read, οὐϑὲν εἰκὸς 

τοὺς μὲν ἄνδρας αἰτοῦσα εἰ ταϑείη. A fresh instance of this has 

just presented itself to me in the Politicus 290, v. ἤδη τοίνυν μοι 
δοκοῦμεν οἷον γειτόνος ἴχνους .... ἐφάπτεσϑαι. Such is the 

reading of the oldest MS.; some others change γείτονος into γέ 

τινος, but no one has yet pointed out that OLON TEITONOC 

is ἃ mere blunder for OLONEI TINOC. Even the youngest 

scholar will remember Porson’s correction of éyvaoue® ἐξ ἴσου 
κἀν ὑστάτοις κακοῖς, and Bentley’s of μή τινὰ φάναι τὰ Egunénco. 

9 * 
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OMISSION OF OY. 

One example among many of the confusion caused by the 

omission of οὐ is to be found in the Vatican Scholia on Euri- 

pides printed at the end of Geel’s Phwniss@. Androm. y. 103 Ἰλίῳ 
αἰπεινᾷ: μονῳδία ἐστὶ 1 τὸ δὴ ἑνὸς προσώπου ϑρηνοῦντος" ὥστε 
τὸ “᾿Ασιατίδος γῆς σχῆμα" 5 μονῳδία ἐστί. τραγῳδία γὰρ καὶ 
ϑούκ ἔδει οὔτε τὰ ἐν ϑεοφορουμένῃ ἀδόμενα, οὐ ϑρηνεῖ γὰρ. Read, 
1) ἐστὶν ὠδή, 2) οὐ ws ἐ., 8) οὐκ ἄδει. At other times οὐ is in- 
truded into a text by mistake for another word, or from a mis- 
understanding of the author’s drift. Synesius in one of his letters 
tells his friend that the parcel must by this time have reached 
him, οὐ γὰρ ἐπεγέγραπτο; a most whimsical inference. But 
the Bishop wrote σοὶ γάρ. In Thue. n, 48, οὐ γὰρ of xax0- 
πραγοῦντες δικαιότερον ἀφειδοῖεν ἂν τοῦ βίου, οἷς ἐλπὶς οὐκ ἔστ᾽ 
ἀγαθοῦ, the negative spoils the whole argument, which is that 

while the poor have something to hope for, the rich have some- 

thing to fear, and that therefore the rich ought to value life less 

than the poor. 

IAP OTN. 

I have asserted that γὰρ οὖν is only admissible, where the 
speaker concedes what another has affirmed. It is not used in 
this sense in 4gam. y. 674, where the Herald after forebodings 

of Menelaus’ shipwreck adds 
γένοιτο δ᾽ ὡς ἄριστα" Μενέλεων γὰρ οὖν 

πρῶτόν te καὶ μάλιστα προσδόκα μολεῖν. 
Anyone may see that the apparent sense of these words is in con- 
tradiction to the fears that precede, and to the faintly hoping 

εἰ δ᾽ οὖν that follows. But the passage is not Greek; for προσ- 
δόκα μολεῖν ought to be either προσδόκα μολεῖσϑαν or π. μολεῖν 
ἄν. The emendation is obvious: “Let us hope that some haye 

escaped. Menelaus at least has not the best chance” 

Μενέλεων γ᾽ ἂν οὐ 
πρῶτόν te καὶ μάλιστα προσδοκῶ μολεῖν. 



APPENDIX 

EXTRACTS FROM BOCKH’S PHILOLAUS. 

That such an association as the Pythagorean, which united re- 

ligious and political aims with science, should insist on silence 

and should have its secrets, is suited to the nature of the case, 

but it admits of doubt whether the scientific matter, which from 

its very nature is withdrawn from the eyes of the multitude without 

deliberate concealment, can have required to be kept secret by 

means of severe commands. If need for secresy existed, it must 

rather have been in relation to their doctrines concerning the Di- 

vine Nature and its relation to the world and to man, at variance 

as they were with popular belief; and yet these very doctrines, 

expressed in the Pythagorean form, could have been neither dan- 

gerous to the common people nor accessible to them. Nevertheless 

the ancients agree in the firm belief that the doctrines and books 

of the Pythagoreans were a secret of the order, and as there 

were no writings to be procured, either of Pythagoras, or of his 

older disciples or followers, we must at all events allow that they 

told the world nothing; not perhaps however so much because a 

law expressly forbade them, as because custom bred in them ἃ 

certain reserve toward strangers, while for those who had capacity 

and inclination to receive their doctrines oral teaching within the 

limits of the society seemed more convenient, and lastly because 

under these circumstances, there was scarcely any occasion for books, 

whilst again the old members of the order must have been kept 

from writing by their political occupations, and their life of se- 

clusion, contemplation and asceticism. Yet, if Porphyry is to be 

believed, Lysis and Archippus and the few others who by their 

absence were saved from the ruin of the order, preserved a few 
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feeble sparks of the doctrine, and fearing lest the name of phi- 

losophy should wholly disappear from mankind, and lest they should 

in consequence incur the hatred of the gods, brought together 

writings of the older Pythagoreans and from these, together with 

what they themselves remembered, composed brief memorials, which 

they bequeathed to their sons, their daughters, and their wives, 

with the order not to communicate them to any stranger; and 

so this injunction was handed on from generation to generation. 

Frequent as is the mention of unrighteous and unfaithful revela- 

tion of Pythagorean doctrines, we find little agreement as to de- 

tails. Thus it is related that of the two sects, the ἀκουσματικοὶ and 

the μαϑηματικοί, the former was recognised by the latter as Py- 

thagorean, but the latter were recognised by the former only as 

the disciples of Hippasos, the first according to this story to di- 

vulge Pythagorean matter in a mathematical treatise, and who 

in consequence, met with his death by drowning; yet the same 

Hippasos, according to a more credible account, never wrote any- 

thing. And to say nothing of the poets Empedocles and Epi- 

charmus, Lysis, in an evidently spurious letter, reproaches Hip- 

parchus with having tasted of Sicilian luxury and even of philo- 

sophising in public, for which offence he is said to haye been 

banished and to have had a gravestone set up for him as for one 

dead. But the blame of having spread abroad Pythagorean writ- 

ings applies more especially to Philolaus, although what is said 

concerning him is no less filled with contradictions than the rest. 

Neanthes, whom even Plutarch designates as credulous, informs 

us that until Empedocles and Philolaus abused their trust, as 

he terms if, the Pythagoreans had been more free in their com- 

munications; Diogenes and Iamblichus tell us that before Philo- 

laus, nobody found out the Pythagorean doctrines, but that he 

first brought out the three celebrated Books which Dion the Sy- 

racusan at Plato’s instance bought for a hundred mine, accord- 

ing to Iamblichus, from Philolaus himself, who had fallen into 

great and urgent poverty, a story which by the bye admirably 

suits a man who is said to have been put to death for aiming 

at despotic power. But then again in order, to some extent, to 

remove the guilt from him, Iamblichus adds that Dion had him- 

self formerly belonged to the Pythagorean connection, and for 

this reason had been allowed to possess the Books, Among older 

———————————— 
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authors the first I shall name is Satyrus the Peripatetic, a con- 

temporary of Aristarchus the grammarian. Diogenes follows Saty- 

rus in his account, and tells us on his authority, that Plato wrote 

to Dion about those Books, and that Dion bought them of Phi- 

lolaus himself; and he adds, from the same author, that Plato 

became very rich through the liberality of Dionysius. Indeed 

one might even suppose that the whole story was invented by 

the spite of the Peripatetics against Socrates and the Academy, 

(a subject which Luzac has well treated in his essay De Digu- 

mia Socratis,) in order to fix a charge of plagiarism upon Plato, 

were there not two older witnesses than Satyrus at hand. Her- 

mippus, who was certainly not a more trustworthy man than 

Neanthes, but yet ancient enough (for he lived under Ptolemy 

Euergetes) assures us, on the authority of an ancient writer, that 

Plato when in Sicily bought the Book written by Philolaus 

from that author’s relations in Dionysius’ service for forty Alex- 
andrian mine, and with its contents composed the Timeus. 
Others again make Plato procure the work in return for having 

prevailed on Dionysius to release a young man, the disciple of 

Philolaus, from prison. And Timon the sillographer who flou- 
rished about the 127th Olympiad, has already a palpable allusion 

to this story. For Gellius, after mentioning the purchase of the 

three Books of Philolaus, the money for which Plato is said to 

have received from Dion, quotes Timon as saying that Plato pur- 

chased a little Book for much money and with this as his 

groundwork wrote his 7imeus. It is true that Iamblichus, Syne- 

sius and Proclus have referred the passage of Timon to the little 

Book of Timzus the Locrian, a supposititious work of a very 

late date and quoted by no ancient writer before Clemens of 

Alexandria, but Satyrus and especially Hermippus prove conclu- 

sively that what Timon said had reference to the writings of 

Philolaus, and Tzetzes so represents the matter. After attribut- 

ing the Tima@us and a great deal besides to the Book purchased 

of Philolaus through Dion, he represents not Philolaus him- 

self as the seller but certain poor women and widows who sell 
the Book under a condition that it must not be imparted to any 

one saye a Pythagorean; and I take this opportunity of remark- 

ing that Tzetzes makes Dion buy the Mimes of Sophron also in 

the same manner for Plato. However I do not reckon Timon as 
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the originator of the story, for he so touches upon the matter, 

that it can be understood only by one who knows of it already, 
while Hermippus appeals to an author who made a formal nar- 

ration of it. It is much more likely that the tale was put in 

circulation by some earlier historian, not perhaps a Sicilian but 

apparently one of the first Alexandrians, as may be inferred from 

the Alexandrian mine. This reckoning according to Alexandrian 

money is indeed not well adapted to commend the credibility of the 

tale, since in Plato’s time no part of Greece reckoned according to 

Egyptian money, and Alexandria was not yet in existence; nor is 

there any great probability that the sum was computed by the 

narrator according to its value in Alexandrian coin, and that a 

statement in some other coin, whether Attic or Sicilian, was the 

basis of this calculation. Lastly, the work could not well have been 
purchased from Philolaus himself, as he can scarcely have been 

still alive in the fourth year of the 97th Olympiad, the time of 

Plato’s first Sicilian voyage. We should therefore have to suppose 

that relations or descendants of his disposed of the work, as is 
indeed asserted by some writers; their statement evidently resting 

upon the notion of the keeping secret of Pythagorean writings 

even after the dissolution of the order, and being at the same time 

intended to set Philolaus free from the reproach of having di- 

vulged them, which others in fact brought against him. But that 

the secresy of the Pythagorean doctrine had ceased long before 

the age of Plato, has already been remarked by Meiners, and one 

can scarcely see why Philolaus, if he taught in Thebes, could 

have had any seruple about writing there; in which case Plato 

may have acquired an early knowledge of his doctrine. My con- 

clusion is that in all these contradictory accounts about a sup- 

posed purchase of Books, the substantial basis is simply this,— 

that Philolaus was in fact the first to publish a Pythagorean work, 

that Plato had read it and used it according to his manner, that is, 

intelligently and not as a mere transcriber. The former fact is as- 

serted in so many words by an author who deserves all credit, since 

the purpose of his Book was critical, that is by Demetrius Magnes, 

a contemporary of Pompey and Cesar in his work περὶ ὁμωνύ- 

μὼν ποιητῶν καὶ συγγραφέων, quoted by Diogenes: Τοῦτόν φησι 

“ημήτριος ἐν Ὁμωνύμοις πρῶτον ἐκδοῦναι τῶν Πυϑαγορικῶν 

περὶ φύσεως. 
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After which follows the somewhat strangely worded beginning, 

as it purports to be, of Philolaus’ work, of which we shall have 

to speak more than once. Now if, assuming for the present the 

genuineness of the extant fragments, we compare them with 

Plato, we shall find in the Phedrus, Cratylus, Philebus and Ti- 

meus, allusions to Philolaus, upon which however I shall advance 

nothing here, since it is only the consideration of the fragments 

themselves that can justify my assertion; in the Gorgéas however it 

seems to me there is a much more distinct reference to Philolaus’ 

work, and although in this as well as in the Phado, where Phi- 

lolaus’ views as to the unlawfulness of suicide are touched upon, 

the knowledge of his doctrines is attributed to hearsay only, yet 

I cannot help observing that in both dialogues this reference to 

hearsay is put into the mouth of Socrates, who had read very 

few books, whereas Philolaus’ tenets are quoted with such dis- 

tinctness, and in the Gorgias, at least, with such particularity, 

as is only possible when one has an author before him in 

writing, seeing that attention is paid even to the expression and 

the words; so that this contrivance about hearsay is a mere figure 

of speech, which accords well with Plato’s irony and by means 

of which he attempts to mask his somewhat unceremonious hand- 

ling of the divine man. But at the same time, we cannot fail to 

perceive that what Plato blames, is not so much the inner sub- 

stance of Philolaus’ view, as the mythical character of his ex- 
position, and more especially the want of clearness and dialectic 
accuracy in his investigation and the oddity of his expressions, 

and this is pretty broadly stated in the Gorgias as well as in the 

Phado, 

[After this Béckh proceeds to shew that a work by Philolaus 

was quoted in times much earlier than the earliest date of the 

Pythagorean forgeries, such as those attributed to Ocellus and the 

Locrian Timeus. He discusses the probable contents of his Book, 

which he divides on ancient authority into three parts. These 

he supposes to have been respectively entitled, περὶ κόσμου, περὶ 

φύσεως, περὶ ψυχῆς. And these he further identifies with the 

Bacchae, a work attributed by Proclus to Philolaus, after which 

he continues as follows.] 

Our enquiry up to this point, if the result of it is admitted, 

is more important for forming a judgment about the fragments of 
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Philolaus, than might at first sight appear: if there was only one 

work of Philolaus, whether spurious or genuine, nothing remains 

for us but either to admit all that is offered, or to reject all. 

Now what we have, is to a great extent so remarkable and con- 

tains such peculiar ideas, that no man can possibly be inclined to 

attribute it to a forger, and at the same time it perfectly coincides 

with that which, according to Plato, Aristotle, and the universal 

tradition of antiquity, must be viewed as really Pythagorean. 

With the exception therefore of some pieces of Archytas, I hold 

these fragments and extracts to be the surest remains of the Py- 

thagorean School; indeed Meiners also himself felt compelled to 

consider some few of them as genuine. Now the spirit of Pytha- 

gorism, as it appears according to the most trustworthy data, may 

be most clearly apprehended in contrast with the Ionie philosophy; 

since the Hellenic character habitually separates itself into this 
dualism of Ionic and Doric, and the difference of these races is per- 

ceivable in all that concerns life and culture. Pythagorism is the 
genuine Doric form of philosophy, and the philosophy of a people 

is nothing else than the peculiar mode of perception of that people, 

which in the deepest and most distinguished thinkers becomes 

itself the object of its own thought and explains itself to itself, 

whereas in the rest it works and creates unconsciously. On this 

account it is in philosophy on the prose side of literature that 

the popular character will always present itself most distinctly, 
as on the poetical side it will appear in lyrical art, because the 
latter springs forth most immediately from the feeling and senti- 

ment of the people. The sensuousness of the Ionians, their at- 

tachment to what is outward, their susceptibility to outward im- 

pressions, and their lively activity in this outward world, presents 

itself in their materialistic view of the origin of things and in 

the manifold vitality and restlessness of matter, upon which all 

the Ionic systems rest; they all look for the essence of things 

in matter, they more or less derive the spiritual from it and ne- 
glect the moral element. The want of the sense of unity which 

is essentially connected with this, was favourable to the atomic 

view of physical science, and Heraclitus’ doctrine, which was built 

upon strife, clearly expresses the restlessness of the Ionic nature, 

when it calls repose the death of the soul. The Doric on the 

contrary presents in comparison the aspect of an inward depth, 
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from which at the same time powerful action bursts forth, and 

of a tranquil persistence in established and almost inviolable forms, 
through which genuine Doric characters were exalted high above 

the whirl of sensuous impressions, whilst a certain inward con- 

sistency was introduced into their lives, which is not found 

in the same degree among the Ionians. In philosophy, this 

tendency of their mind displays itself in ethical endeavours, 

although they never made their way to a complete theory; but 

it especially appeared in this, that they sought for the essence 

of things not in a ground which was purely material, but in one 

that was formal and which gave to things unity and order, just as 

Pythagoras is said to have been the first to call the world Kos- 

mos: and although Anaxagoras makes the order of the world to 

be produced through Reason, yet this thought, as Socrates has al- 

ready observed, did not pierce at all deeply into his philosophy. 

In keeping with the peculiar character of the Dorians and even 

with their civil life, the outward appearance of the Doric philo- 

sophy took the form of a society or order, which was subject to 

a discipline and rule almost monastic, or at least Moravian, to 

which there can scarcely be found a more suitable analogy in all 

antiquity than the Spartan constitution. This organisation is united 

with depth in religion, symbolism, mysticism and ascetism, and 

moreover with the practice of music, all which formed essential 

elements of the Pythagorean mode of life; for which reason in- 

deed so early a writer as Herodotus speaks of Pythagorean or- 

gies. But to return to the ground of their speculations, the 

Ionic philosophers, though they mostly rejected the criterion of 

the senses, started from matter, which is the object of sensuous 

cognition, and then sought by reflexion to arrive at some mate- 
rial ground of all things, which ground, it must be confessed, 

some of them did not hold to be cognizable by the senses. 

From this sensuous philosophy the bound was too great and 

violent to the Socratico-Platonic, which sought for the essence 

of things in pure ideas furnished through the inward intuition, 

and the Pythagorean view was exactly that which formed the 

bridge; since the formal ground which they assumed is cogniz- 

able through that mathematic intuition, διάνοια, which hovers in 

the midst between the sensuous and the non-sensuous, And yet 

in its ideas they recognised typical forms of something higher, 
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though as it seems, they were unable to resolve the sense of 

these types so as to put them into clear intellectual light. Thus 

philosophy passed from a thoroughly sensuous beginning, through 

an intervening grade, to the unsensuous view of Plato, (who in- 

deed had been preceded by the sagacious but one-sided members 

of the Eleatic school, but who by the power of the Socratic cri- 
ticism had raised these partial views as well as all former views, 

through the proper limitation and modification of the one by the 

other, to the most perfect view of which the Hellenic mind was 
capable,) and the essence of things was thus sought in an ascend- 

ing scale, first in matter, then in mathematical forms, and lastly 

in ideas of the reason, 
* oe & % 

2. Περαίνοντα does not mean limited as some have understood 

it but démiting, what Plato in the Philebus calls πέρας limit. ** 

It remains for us to consider what the Pythagorean meant by the 

limiting and the unlimited. The ancients, very naturally, thought 

of them from the numerical point of view; and in fact the limiting 

has been taken to mean unity, parity, and identity, and the un- 

limited duality, disparity, and diversity, in which sense both Nico- 
machus and Boethius clearly express themselves and with a distinct 
reference to Philolaus. ** But this view is nevertheless quite 
untenable, partly on this account that what is odd is not therefore 

necessarily to be called indefinite, because, as a determinate magni- 

tude, for example three or five, it derives a limit from unity; and 
partly because, as we see quite clearly from Aristotle, the Pythago- 

reans rather compared the even number to the indefinite; at least 
they did so in a certain sense and without reference to the definite 

magnitude of any such number. In his Physics iii. 4, he tells 

us expressly that some laid down the- unlimited, ἄπειρον, as the 

origin of all things and he says of the Pythagoreans, καὶ of μὲν 
τὸ ἄπειρον εἶναι τὸ ἄρτιον. τοῦτο γὰρ ἐναπολαμβανόμενον καὶ ὑπὸ 
τοῦ περιττοῦ περαινόμενον παρέχει τοῖς οὖσι τὴν ἀπειρίαν, for which 
also he adduces Pythagorean testimony. ** Shall we then say 

that Philolaus by the unlimited meant the ever and by the limit- 

ing meant the odd? Against this view likewise the same objection 

as before holds good, because the even also as a definite number is 

limited by unity, so that if the even is called by the Pythagoreans 

unlimited, it must have some peculiar circumstantial application. 

————————e—E————————— 
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But this supposition is unnecessary, since according to Philolaus 

himself, the unlimited has no number in it, for which reason also, 

since, according to him, it is only through number that we under- 

stand, nothing would be intelligible if everything were unlimited. 

On the other. hand the following explanation seems to me perfectly 

satisfactory. As, according to Aristotle, the Pythagoreans held 

one to be both odd and even, and thus to contain both opposites, 

so Philolaus too set up above both these opposites a higher unity 

in which both have their roots. ** In the same way Plato in 

his Philebus sets up above the limit and the unlimited, out of 

which two the limited comes to be, the Cause as God. But 

how do the two elements proceed therefrom?—for proceed they 
must as from the Beginning of all things. I cannot conceive 

this otherwise than as follows. The highest Unity, simple Unity, 

what the later Pythagoreans and Platonists called the Monad, is 

merely One: but Unity is also conceivable as endlessly divisible, 

as the same authorities likewise remark. Through an opposition 

between the One and the Many or Indefinite, which opposition 

resides even in Unity itself, there is produced out of the highest 

Unity, which has no opposite, the twofold nature of the One and 

the Many, of the Limit and the Unlimited; and here we come 

at once to that which Philolaus means by limit and unlimited. 

By the former he meant the One or, as the ancients express it, 

the Same, by the latter the Many or the Different. And of these 
two the former has the more affinity with the highest Unity. These 

opposites are the constituents of all that is produced, τὸ γιγνόμε- 

νον, while the highest Unity, as being that which is not produced, 

is exalted above it. For, according to Aristotle, the Pythagoreans 

held that Number is the essence of things, and things themselves, 

no less as Matter, than as the properties of Matter, or in other 

words Form. But the same author allows that the Pythago- 

reans expressly named the numbers which compose the essence 

of things, ἕν and ἄπειρον, out of which two the πεπερασμένον 

is produced. (Aristotle Metaph. i. 5.) ‘These same elements are 
also called Unity and the Indefinite Duality (ἡ ἀόριστος δυάς). 
Under the latter the conception of diversity or plurality simply is 

represented, and the definite number Two only accrues to it by 
a limitation bestowed by Unity. ** 
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[After this Béckh proceeds to shew that the next step in 
Philolaus’ work must have been to describe the evolution of the 

world out of the two opposite elements, and he quotes a passage 

given below (Καὶ πάντα γα μὰν x. τ. δ.) in which the elements are 
divided in the same manner as numbers. He supposes that he 

must have then proceeded from the combination of odd or eyen 

to that of harmony, because all the chief ratios of harmony [1 : 2, 
2:38, 3:4, 8:9, 248 : 266] consist of an even and an odd 

number; and he supposes that Philolaus meant by harmony the 

result of reconciled opposites, and attributes to him the following 

passage in Nicomachus, ἔστε γὰρ ἁρμονία πολυμιγέων ἕνωσις καὶ 
διχᾶ φρονεόντων σύμφρασις (of the Doric nature of which passage 
I entertain strong doubts). 

The last extract which will be given is of great importance 

for the understanding of more than one passage in Plato and is 

the beginning of a very learned disquisition upon the musie of 

the ancients. ] 

In the immediate sequel of the former passage [he refers to 
the passage given below, beginning Περὶ δὲ φύσιος---Ἴ which sequel 
we shall presently quote, one is surprised by the phenomenon, 

that Philolaus’ harmony is nothing else than the octave, but there 
is no objection on the side of usage to this interpretation, since 

the ancients called the octave “harmony”, as Aristotle does (see 
Plutarch’s treatise on Music: but it is precisely in this that we 

find the explanation of the Pythagorean view of the harmony of 

the Universe in general, and especially of the mode in which the 

composition of the world was conceived to have been effected out 

of the opposite elements of the limit and the unlimited; for Unity 

as we have seen is limit, while the Unlimited is the indefinite 

duality, which becomes definite duality when the measure of Unity 
has been twice introduced into it. Thus then the limitation is 

given through the measuring of duality by means of Unity, that 

is by laying down the ratio of 1:2 which is the mathematical 
ratio of the octave. The octave therefore is harmony itself, through 

which the opposite elements are reconciled; and every reasonable 

man must confess that there is a deep perception contained in 

this, since the unity of the One and of the Diverse (ἕτερον) or 
Many (πολλά,) which Plato in his Doctrine of Ideas has presented 



APPENDIX. 143 

in a dialectic form, and the conception of which was one of the 

' chief problems of Greek philosophy, is here expressed by mathe- 

matical symbolism. ** The magnitude of harmony, says Philolaus, 

is συλλαβὰ καὶ δι᾿ ὀξειᾶν. Συλλαβὴ is the old name of the Fourth, 
because it is the first combination of concordant tones, πρώτη 

σύλληψις φϑόγγων συμφώνων. 4  ὀξειῶν is the Fifth, because it 
comes after the Fourth in the ascending scale. Now as a fourth 

and a fifth comprise the octave, since 3:4 with 2:3—=1: 2, 

as we see from these numbers 2.3.4, Philolaus says that ovi- 

λαβὰ καὶ δι’ ὀξειᾶν is the magnitude of harmony, because 2: 4 
is harmony, 2:3 is δι᾿ ὀξειᾶν, and 3:4 is συλλαβά. But the Fifth 

is greater than the Fourth by the interval of a tone which is 

8 : 9, as the following numbers shew, 6.8.9. For 6:8 is the 

Fourth, 6:9 is the Fifth, and the difference is 8:9 or the tone. 

And now to prove the truth that the Fifth is greater than the 

Fourth by the tone, he states the position of the Fourth and Fifth 

in the octave, for in the ascending scale, there is from the ὑπάτη 

to the μέση a Fourth, but from the μέση to the νήτη a Fifth. 
(See the fragment beginning “Aopuoviag δὲ μέγεϑος.) 

Φιλολάου. Stob. Ecl. Phys. i. 1, 2. 

Θεωρεῖν δεῖ τὰ ἔργα καὶ τὰν ἐσσίαν τῶ ἀριϑμῶ καττὰν δύναμιν 
δ΄ " ~ , , ‘ \ ‘ " δ 
ἅ τις ἐντὶν ἐν τᾷ δεκάδι. Μεγάλα γὰρ καὶ παντελὴς καὶ παντοεργός, 

AY , , 2 , , Ἐν ᾿ > , 4 ts» s καὶ ϑείω καὶ oveavio Bim καὶ ἀνθρωπίνω ἀρχὰ καὶ ἁγεμὼν κοινω- 
νοῦσα.... δύναμις καὶ τὰς δεκάδος. "ἄνευ δὲ ταύτας πάντ᾽ ἄπειρα 

UT Be ι Υ - ‘ ‘ ιν U δ ~ 3 ~ 4 καὶ ἄδηλα καὶ ἀφανῆ. Γνωμονικὰ γὰρ a φύσις ἃ τῶ ἀριϑμῶ καὶ 
ἁγεμονικὰ καὶ διδασκαλικὰ τῶ ἀπορουμένω παντὸς καὶ ἀγνοουμένω 

, ᾽ , 3 - ? " ? ~ , ” > 
παντί. Οὐ γάρ κα ἧς δῆλον οὐδενὶ οὐδὲν τῶν πραγμάτων οὔτε αὖ- 

~ ? ae ” ” > ἢ ἐδ > ‘ ees 4 
τῶν ποϑ᾽ αὐτά, οὔτε ἄλλω ποτ᾽ ἄλλο, εἰ μὴ ἧς ἀριϑμὸς καὶ ἁ τούτω 

~ τ ἐσσία. Νῦν δὲ οὗτος, καττὰν ψυχὰν ἁρμόσδων αἰσϑήσει πάντα, γνω- 
στὰ καὶ ποτάγορα ἀλλάλοις κατὰ γνώμονος φύσιν ἀπεργάξεται, Ἰσω- 

μάτων καὶ σχίζων τοὺς λόγους χωρὶς ἑκάστους τῶν πραγμάτων, τῶν 

τὲ ἀπείρων καὶ τῶν περαινόντών. “Idorg δέ κα οὐ μόνον ἐν τοῖς δαι- 

μονίοις καὶ ϑείοις πράγμασι τὰν τῶ ἀριϑμῶ φύσιν καὶ τὰν δύναμιν 
ἰσχύουσαν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἀνθρωπικοῖς ἔργοις καὶ λόγοις πᾶσι 

παντᾷ, καὶ κατὰ τὰς δαμιουργίας τὰς τεχνικὸς πάσας, καὶ κατὰ τὰν 
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μουσικάν. WPetdog δὲ οὐδὲν δέχεται ἃ τῶ ἀριϑμῶ φύσις, οὐδὲ ὧρ- 
μονία " οὐδὲ γὰρ οἰκεῖον αὐτοῖς ἐστί. Τᾶς γὰρ ἀπείρω καὶ ἀνοήτω 
καὶ ἀλόγω φύσιος τὸ ψεῦδος txal 6 φϑόνος ἐστί. Weddog δὲ οὐδα- 
μῶς ἐς ἀριϑμὸν ἐπιπνεῖ, πολέμιον γὰρ καὶ ἐχϑρὸν τᾷ φύσει τὸ ψεῦ- 
dog, ἁ δ᾽ ἀλάϑεια οἰκεῖον καὶ σύμφυτον τᾷ τῶ ἀριϑμῶ γενεᾷ. 

Φιλολάου Πυϑαγορείου ἔχ τοῦ περὶ Ψυχῆς. Stob. 
Eel. Phys. i. 20, 2. 

Tag’ δ᾽ καὶ ἄφϑαρτος καὶ ἀκαταπόνατος διαμένει τὸν ἄπειρον 
- » ‘ uy ” , | dames αν 

αἰῶνα. Ovre yao ἔντοσϑεν ἄλλα τις αἰτία δυναμικωτέρα αὐτὰς εὑρε- 

ϑήσεται, οὔτ᾽ ἔκτοσϑεν, φϑεῖραι αὐτὸν δυναμένα. "AAV ἦν ὅδε ὁ κό- 
σμος ἐξ αἰῶνος καὶ εἰς αἰῶνα διαμένει, εἷς ὑπὸ ἑνὸς Ἱτῶ συγγενέω 

\ , . χε, ΄ , ” ἣν ᾿ > ‘ 
καὶ κρατίστω καὶ ἀνυπερϑέτω κυβερνώμενος. “Eyer δὲ καὶ τὰν ἀρχὰν 

τᾶς κινάσιός TE καὶ μεταβολᾶς ὁ κόσμος εἷς ἐών, καὶ συνεχὴς καὶ φύ- 

σει διαπνεόμενος καὶ περιαγεόμενος ἐξ Τἀρχιδίου, Καὶ τὸ μὲν ἀμετά- 
βλατον αὐτοῦ, τὸ δὲ μεταβάλλον ἐστί' καὶ τὸ μὲν ἀμετάβολον ἀπὸ 
τᾶς τὸ ὅλον περιεχούσας ψυχᾶς μέχρι σελάνας περαιοῦται, τὸ δὲ με- 
ταβάλλον ἀπὸ τὰς σελάνας μέχρι τᾶς γᾶς. Ἐπεὶ δέ γε καὶ τὸ κινέον 

ἐξ αἰῶνος εἰς αἰῶνα περιπολεῖ, τὸ δὲ κινεόμενον ὡς τὸ κινέον ἄγει, 

οὕτω ἢ διατίϑεσϑαι ἀνάγκα τὸ μὲν ἀεικίνατον τὸ δὲ ἀειπαϑὲς εἶμεν, 
καὶ τὸ μὲν νῶ καὶ ψυχᾶς ἀνάκωμα πᾶν, τὸ δὲ γενέσιος καὶ μεταβο- 
λᾶς" καὶ τὸ μὲν πρᾶτον τᾷ δυνάμει καὶ ὑπερέχον, τὸ δ᾽ ὕστερον καὶ 
καϑυπερεχόμενον. To δ᾽ ἐξ ἀμφοτέρων τούτων, τοῦ μὲν ἀεὶ ϑέοντος 
ϑείου, τοῦ δὲ ἀεὶ μεταβάλλοντος γεννατοῦ, κόσμος. 410 καὶ καλῶς 

3 - ἔχει λέγεν κόσμον ἦμεν ἐνέργειαν ἀΐδιον Gea τε καὶ γενέσιος κατὰ 
᾿ - - , 4 ia 4 aon 

συνακολουϑίαν τᾶς μεταβλατικᾶς φύσιος" καὶ ὁ μὲν ἐς ἀεὶ διαμένει 

κατὰ τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ ὡσαύτως ἔχων, τὰ δὲ γιγνόμενα καὶ φϑειρόμενα 
πολλά. Καὶ τὰ μὲν φϑορὰ 0 ὶ φύσ ὶ 1¢ σώζεται, τᾷ ς μὲν φϑορᾷ ὄντα καὶ φύσει κατὰ μορφὰς σώζεται, τᾷ 
γονᾷ πάλιν τὰν αὐτὰν μορφὰν ἀποκαϑίσταντα τῷ γεννήσαντι πατέρι 

καὶ δημιουργῷ. 

> ~ 7 

Ex τῶν Φιλολάου Περὶ Κόσμου. Stob. Ecl. Phys. i. 21, 7. 

"Avayna τὰ ἐόντα εἶμεν πάντα ἢ περαίνοντα, ἢ ἄπειρα, ἢ περαί- 
νοντά τε καὶ ἄπειρα" ἄπειρα δὲ μόνον ov xa εἴη. Ἐπεὶ τοίνυν φαί- 
νεται οὔτ᾽ ἐκ περαινόντων πάντων ἐόντα, οὔτ᾽ ἐξ ἀπείρων πάντων, 
δῆλόν ἐντ᾽ ἄρα ὅτι ἐκ περαινόντων te καὶ ἀπείρων ὅ τε κόσμος καὶ 

* i.e, ὁμολογεῖν. 

ae 



APPENDIX. 145 

τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ συναρμόχϑη. 4ηλοῖ δὲ καὶ τὰ ἐν τοῖς ἔργοις" τὰ μὲν 
γὰρ αὐτῶν ἐκ περαινόντων, περαίνοντα, τὰ δ᾽ ἐκ περαινόντων τε καὶ 
ἀπείρων περαίνοντά τε καὶ οὐ περαίνοντα, τὰ δ᾽ ἐξ ἀπείρων ἄπειρα 
φανέονται. 

Καὶ πάντα γα μὰν τὰ γιγνωσκόμενα ἀριϑμὸν ἔχοντι. οὐ γὰρ οἷόν 
τε οὐδὲν οὔτε νοηϑῆμεν οὔτε γνωσθῆμεν ἄνευ τούτω. Ὅ γα μὰν 
ἀριϑμὸς ἔχει δύο μὲν ἴδια εἴδη, περισσὸν καὶ ἄρτιον, τρίτον δὲ ἀπ᾽ 
ἀμφοτέρων μιχϑέντων, ἀρτιοπέρισσον. Ἑπκατέρω δὲ τῶ εἴδεος πολλαὶ 
μορφαί, ἃς ἕκαστον αὔταυτο δημαίνει. Περὶ δὲ φύσιος καὶ ἁρμονίας 
ὧδε ἔχει" ἃ μὲν ἐστὼ τῶν πραγμάτων ἀΐδιος ἔσσα καὶ αὐτὰ μόνα, 

φύσις ϑεία ἐντὶ καὶ οὐκ ἀνθρωπίναν ἐνδέχεται γνῶσιν, πλάν γα ὅτι 
οὐχ οἷόν τ᾽ ἧς οὐϑενὶ τῶν ἐόντων καὶ γιγνωσκομένων ὑφ᾽ ἁμῶν γε- 
γενῆσϑαι, μὴ ὑπαρχοίσας τᾶς ἐστοῦς τῶν πραγμάτων ἐξ ὧν συνέστα 
ὁ κόσμος, καὶ τῶν περαινόντων καὶ τῶν ἀπείρων. Ἐπεὶ δὲ ταὶ ἀρ- 

χαὶ ὑπᾶρχον οὐχ ὅμοιαι οὐδ᾽ ὁμόφυλοι ἔσσαι, ἤδη ἀδύνατον ἧς κα 
αὐτοῖς κοσμηϑῆμεν, αἷ μὴ ἁρμονία ἐπεγένετο, ᾧ τινι ἄρα τρόπῳ ἐγέ- 
νετο. Τὰ μὲν ὦν ὅμοια καὶ ὁμόφυλα ἁρμονίας οὐδὲν ἐπεδέοντο, τὰ 
δὲ ἀνόμοια μηδὲ ὁμόφυλα μηδὲ ἰσοτελῆ ἀνάγκα τᾷ τοιαύτᾳ ἁρμονίᾳ 
συγκεκλεῖσϑαι, αἱ μέλλοντι ἐν κόσμῳ κατέχεσϑαι. 

“Ἁρμονίας δὲ μέγεϑός ἐντι συλλαβὰ καὶ δι᾽ ὀξειᾶν. Τὸ δὲ OV ὀξειᾶν 
μεῖζον τᾶς συλλαβᾶς ἐπογδόῳ. Ἐντὶ γὰρ ἀπὸ ὑπάτας ἐς μέσον συλ- 

λαβά, ἀπὸ δὲ μέσας ποτὶ νεάταν δι’ ὀξειᾶν, ἀπὸ δὲ νεάτας ἐς τρίταν 

συλλαβά, ἀπὸ δὲ τρίτας ἐς ὑπάταν δι’ ὀξειᾶν. To δὲ ἐν μέσῳ μέσας 

nab τρίτας ἐπόγδοον. ‘A δὲ συλλαβὰ ἐπίτριτον, τὸ δὲ δι’ ὀξειᾶν ἡμιό- 
λιον, τὸ διὰ πασᾶν δὲ δίπλοον. Οὕτως ἁρμονία πέντε ἐπόγδοα καὶ 

δύο διέσιες, δι’ ὀξειᾶν δὲ τρί᾽ ἐπόγδοα καὶ δίεσις, συλλαβὰ δὲ dv’ 

ἐπόγδοα καὶ δίεσις.----. 

Platonis Timeus, 35 Α. 

Τῆς ἀμερίστου καὶ ἀεὶ κατὰ ταὐτὰ ἐχούσης οὐσίας, καὶ τῆς αὖ 

περὶ τὰ σώματα γιγνομένης μεριστῆς, τρίτον ἐξ ἀμφοῖν ἐν μέσῳ συνε- 
κεράσατο οὐσίας εἶδος, τῆς δὲ ταὐτοῦ φύσεως αὖ πέρι καὶ τῆς ϑατέ- 

ρου ἢ" κατὰ ταὐτά. Καὶ ξυνέστησεν ἐν μέσῳ τοῦ τε ἀμεροῦς αὐτῶν 
καὶ τοῦ κατὰ τὰ σώματα μεριστοῦ. Καὶ τρία λαβὼν ὄντα αὐτὰ συνε- 

* Commonly ϑατέρου. Καὶ τατὰ ταῦ- Philebus. The soul of the world is the 
ta. I have altered the text according πέρας of the whole and of all its parts; 
to the evident requirement of the sense. and we here see that this soul partakes 
The passage itself has been appended of the opposite ἀρχαί, τὸ ἕν χαὶ ταὐτὸν 
as serving to illustrate the πέρας in the and τὸ ἄπειρον χαὶ ϑάτερον. 

Platonis Philebus, 10 
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κεράσατο εἰς μίαν πάντα ἰδέαν, τὴν ϑατέρου φύσιν δύσμικτον οὖσαν 
εἰς ταὐτὸν ξυναρμόττων βίᾳ. 

Ἐκ τοῦ ᾿Αρχύτου περὶ *Aoyav. Stob. Ecl. i. 35, 2. 
> ΄ 4 (? 3 4 > ~ ” 4 ‘ ‘Avayna καὶ δύο ἀρχὰς ἦμεν τῶν ὄντων, μίαν μὲν τὰν συστοιχίαν 

ἔχοισαν τῶν τεταγμένων καὶ ὁριστῶν, ἑτέραν δὲ τὰν συστοιχίαν ἔχοι- 
σαν τῶν ἀτάκτων καὶ ἀορίστων. Καὶ τὰν μὲν δητὰν καὶ λόγον ἔχοι- 
σαν καὶ τὰ ἐόντα ὁμοίως συνέχειν, καὶ τὰ μὴ ἐόντα ὁρίζειν καὶ συν- 
τάσσειν" πλατιάξζουσαν γὰρ ἀεὶ τοῖς γινομένοις εὐλόγως καὶ εὐρυϑμῶς 
ἀνάγειν ταῦτα καὶ τῷ xP ὅλω οὐσίας τε καὶ ἰδέας μεταδίδομεν " τὰν 
δ᾽ ἄλογον καὶ ἄρρητον καὶ τὰ συντεταγμένα λυμαίνεσϑαι καὶ τὰ ἐς 
γένεσιν δὲ καὶ ὠσίαν παραγινόμενα διαλύειν, πλατιάζουσαν γὰρ ἀεὶ 

~ , ~ > , > > , > 4 , ‘ 

τοῖς πράγμασιν ἐξομοιοῦν αὐταύτᾳ. ‘AM’ ἐπείπερ ἀρχαὶ δύο κατὰ 
γένος ἀντιδιαιρούμεναι τὰ πράγματα τυγχάνοντι, τῷ τὸν μὲν ἀγαϑο- 
ποιὸν τὰν δ᾽ ἦμεν κακοποιόν, ἀνάγκα καὶ δύο λόγους ἦμεν, τὸν μὲν 
ἕνα τᾶς ἀγαϑοποιῶ φύσιος, τὸν δ᾽ ἕνα τὰς κακοποιῶ. Διὰ τοῦτο καὶ 

‘ ‘ , ΄ - ΄ ~ ~ 

τὰ τέχνᾳ καὶ τὰ φύσει γιγνόμενα δεῖ τούτων πρᾶτον μετειληφέν, τᾶς 
~ ¢ ΄ ¢ ~ τε μορφοῦς καὶ tag οὐσίας. Καὶ & μὲν μορφώ ἐστιν ἁ αἰτία τοῦ 

τόδε τι ἦμεν" ἁ δὲ ὠσία τὸ ὑποκειμένον, παραδεχόμενον τὰν μορφώ. 
Οὔτε δὲ τᾷ ὠσίᾳ οἷόν τε ἐστὶ μορφᾶς μετεῖμεν αὐτᾷ ἐξ αὐτᾶς, οὔτε 

‘ ‘ ‘ A ΠΝ 3 > 3 ~ ‘ 
μὰν τὰν moopa γενέσϑαι περὶ τὰν ὠσίαν, ἀλλ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον ἑτέραν τινὰ 

ἦμεν αἰτίαν τὰν κινάσοισαν τὰν ἐστὼ τῶν πραγμάτων ἐπὶ τὰν μορφώ, 
ταύταν δὲ τὰν πράταν τῷ δύναμει καὶ καϑυπερτάταν ἦμεν τᾶν ἀλλᾶν" 
᾽ , 4, ἃ. 4 Ν , , Ὁ αὐ eR. ν ” ΄ 
ὀνομάξεσϑαι δ᾽ αὐτὰν ποϑάκει Pedy: ὥστε τρεῖς ἀρχὰς ἦμεν ἤδη, TOV 

te ϑεόν, καὶ τὰν ἐστ τῶν πραγμάτων καὶ τὰν μορφώ. Καὶ τὸν μὲν 
ϑεὸν τεχνίταν καὶ τὸν κινέοντα, τὰν δ᾽ ἐστὼ τὰν ὕλαν καὶ τὸ κινεό- 
μένον, τὰν δὲ μορφῶὼ τὰν τέχναν καὶ ποϑ᾽ ἃν κινέεται ὑπὸ τῶ κινέον- 
τος ὦ ἐστώ. ᾿4λλ᾽ ἐπεὶ τὸ κινεόμενον ἐναντίας ἑαυτῷ δυνάμιας ἴσχει 

τὰς τῶν ἁπλῶν σωμάτων, τὰ δ᾽ ἐναντία συναρμογᾶς τινος δεῖται καὶ 

ἑνώσιος, ἀνάγκα ἀριϑμῶν δυνάμιας καὶ ἀναλογίας καὶ τὰ ἐν ἀριϑ- 
μοῖς καὶ γεωμετρικοῖς δεικνύμενα παραλαμβάνειν, ἃ καὶ συναρμόσαι 
καὶ ἑνῶσαι τὰν ἐναντιότατα δυνασεῖται ἐν τᾷ ἐστοῖ τῶν πραγμάτων 

‘ ΄ ᾽ ΘΝ " ‘ c \ om” , 

ποττὰν μορφώ. Kat αὐτὰν μὲν γὰρ ἔσσα ἃ ἐστῶ ἄμορφός ἐστι, κι- 
ναϑεῖσα δὲ ποττὰν μορφὼ ἔμμορφος γίνεται καὶ λόγον ἔχοισα τὸν τᾶς 

β ¢, ι ‘ 7,8 , ᾿ , , ‘ 

συντάξιος. Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ to Or ὃ κινέεται τὸ κινεόμενόν ἐστι τὸ 

πράτως κινέον" ὥστ᾽ ἀνάγκα τρεῖς ἦμεν τὰς ἀρχάς, τάν τε ἐστὶ τῶν 
πραγμάτων, καὶ τὰν μορφώ, καὶ τὸ ἐξ αὐτῶ κινατικὸν καὶ πρᾶτον 
τᾷ δυνάμει. Τὸ δὲ τοιοῦτον οὐ νόον μόνον ἦμεν δεῖ ἀλλὰ καὶ vow 
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τι κρέσσον. Now δὲ κρέσσον ἐστὶν ὅπερ ὀνομάζομεν ϑεόν. “Ὅϑεν φα- 
νερὸν ὡς ὃ μὲν τῶ ἴσω λόγος περὶ τὰν δητὰν καὶ λόγον ἔχοισαν φύσιν 
ἐστίν: ὃ δὲ τῷ ἀνίσω περὶ τὰν ἄλογον καὶ ἄρρητον" αὐτὰ δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἁ 
ἐστώ, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο γένεσις καὶ φϑορὰ γίνεται περὶ ταύταν, καὶ οὐκ 
ἄνευ ταύτας. 

Kant’s Anthropology, Book II. ὃ 59. 

We may also explain these feelings by the effect which the 

sensation of our state produces upon the mind. That which di- 

rectly (through sense) urges me to quit my state (to come out 

of it), is unpleasant to me, it pains me. That which in like 

manner urges me to maintain it (to remain in it), is agreeable 

to me, it gives me pleasure. But we are irresistibly carried along 

in the stream of Time, and through all the changes of sensations 

involved in the fact. Now, though the quitting of one moment 

of time and the entrance into another is one and the same act 

(that of change), yet in our thought and in the consciousness of 

this change there is a succession, such as belongs to the con- 

nection of cause and effect. The question then is, whether it is 

the consciousness of quitting the present state, or the prospect of 

the entrance into a future one, that excites in us the sensation of 

pleasure? In the former case, the delight is nothing else than 

the removal of pain, something negative; in the latter it would 

be an anticipation of something agreeable; consequently, an ex- 

pansion of a condition of pleasure, and hence something positive. 

But we may already infer, a priori, that the former alone can 

take place. For time carries us from the present to the future, 

and not contrariwise; and the fact that we are compelled first of 

all to quit the present, uncertain into what other we are about 

to enter, only that it ἐξ another, can alone be the cause of plea- 
surable feeling. Pleasure is the sense of that which promotes life, 
pain of that which hinders it. But life (animal life) is, as the 
physicians themselves haye remarked, a continual play of the 

antagonism of the two. 

Consequently, every pleasure must be preceded by pain; pain is 

always the first. For what else would ensue upon a continual 

advancement of vital power (which, however, cannot mount beyond 

a certain degree), but a speedy death for joy? 

10* 
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Moreover, no pleasure can follow immediately upon another; 

but between the one and the other pain must have place. It is 
the slight intermissions of vitality, with intervening expansions of 
it, that together make up the healthy condition, which we er- 
roneously take for a continuously-felt state of well-being; whereas 
in fact this condition consists only of a succession of pleasurable 
feelings, following each other with alternations,—that is, after con- 
tinually intervening pain. 

Pain is the stimulus of activity, and in activity we first be- 
come conscious of life: without it an inanimate state would ensue. 
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ADDENDA. 

My friend Mr £. R. Horroy, who has most kindly undertaken 
the laborious task of superintending the edition of this work, has 

sent me some important suggestions as to the text of the first 

sheet. In the passage (12, a) he is inclined to read* τοὐναντίου. 

I have more than once had the’ same suspicion, but suppressed it 

through fear of being taxed with the love of unnecessary changes. 

But I am now convinced that the construction of the sentence 

imperatively requires the alteration proposed. The contrary in- 

tended is nota contrary to the main part of the sentence, xv- 

ριος av εἴης, but only to the subordinate phrase τῆς π. 2. duo- 

λογίας. The alternative is not between being κύριος, and not 

being κύριος, but between being χύριος of the agreement and 

κύριος of the disagreement. 
p. 13, 85. Mr Horton reminds me of Dr W. H. Txompson’s 

conjecture ἐνορῶν in place of ἐνόν. But my note will shew why 

I cannot assent to this conjecture. Protarchus is not, and cannot 

% [My later view of the expression ἢ χαὶ τοὐναντίον is that it is a trouble- 
some interpolation. In order that the argument may proceed, there must be 
an ὁμολογία between Socrates and Protarchus. Cf. διομολογησώμεϑα χαὶ τόδε. 
ταῦϑ᾽ οὕτως ὁμολογούμενά φατε, ἢ πῶς; (11, D, E and also 20, c). τοῦτον τοίνυν 
τὸν λόγον ἔτι μᾶλλον δ ὁμολογίας βεβαιωσώμεϑα. (14, c). The question is 
how far Protarchus may go to meet Socrates, since the conduct of the discussion 
belongs to the latter. But this question is one for himself, not Philebus, to 
decide. Yet Philebus by his profession of unalterable faith in his goddess, not 
for the present only but for the future also, δοχεῖ kal δόξει (for so the MSS. 
read), is endeavouring to prejudice him, even whilst in the same breath he 
ackowledges his freedom of judgment, αὐτὸς γνώσει. With this implied inter- 
ference Protarchus accordingly twits him. ‘Now that you have resigned your 
brief to me, your rights of dictation are over.”—St. Paul’s expression in 2 Cor. 
i, 24; οὐχ ὅτι χυριεύομεν ὑμῶν τῆς πίστεως is closely analogous. The word 
ὁμολογία itself may be illustrated from the same Epistle (ix, 18). δοξάζοντες 
τὸν Θεὸν ἐπὶ τῇ ὑποταγῇ τῆς ὁμολογίας ὑμῶν εἰς τὸ εὐαγγέλιον τοῦ Χριστοῦ. 

E. R. H.] 
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be, asked to shew why he calls αὐ pleasures good, for Socrates 

assumes already that he looks upon some as bad; but he is 

challenged to point out any further ground of likeness between 

them beyond that indicated by their common name of ἡδοναί. As 
this is the only question which can be asked him without clashing 

with the rest of the argument, ἀγαθὸν εἶναι is a manifest inter- 
polation. But if we omit ἀγαϑὸν εἶναι, προσαγορεύεις is neces- 
sarily to be construed with τί ταὐτὸν ἐνόν: else it would be 
without any government at all. For I do not suppose that any 

person will have recourse to such an intolerable ellipsis as the 

following: ti ταὐτὸν ἐνορῶν, m. 7. (τοῦτο) προσαγορεύεις; Apart 

from this I very much doubt whether a good Greek prose writer 
would say, ἐνορῶ ἔν σοι τοῦτο, without adding some participle. 

p. 14, ν. Read: ἐπεὶ μηδὲ [τὰ τοιάδε,] ὅταν τις x. τ. ἕ. : 
p. 17, ν. ἐνόντα πάϑη γιγνόμενα. “Is not one of these 

de trop?” E.R. H. 

Most assuredly, and I thank my friend for this fresh instance 

of what I have before pointed out as a peculiar feature in these 

supplements. The word ἐνεῖναι under yarious forms has occurred 

several times in this sense, and it is therefore no wonder that 

some sciolist should insert ἐνόντα without troubling himself to 

look further on, where he would have found γιγνόμενα. Or per- 
haps he merely meant it as a note and had no intention of dis- 

turbing the text; but if so, and if this is to be the explanation 

of the many similar passages, this would shew the extent to 
which the copyists must have gone in blindly copying what they 
found in the Margin, as if it had been accidentally omitted in 

the body of the text, and afterwards supplied in the blank space. 

M' Horron also mentions two conjectures made by English scho- 

lars on this passage. I will briefly state my objections to each of 
them. It is proposed to read μάϑῃς for πάϑη. Now we do not 

want a verb, for λάβῃς may be easily conceived to run through 

the whole passage; and if we wanted one, it could not be μά- 

Ong, for μανϑάνω ταῦτα γιγνόμενα is not such a construction as 

one will find in any good prose author. But we do want πάϑη, 
because otherwise τοιαῦτα would imply διαστήματα, a word not 

applicable to rhythm and metre. Indeed there is no word so ap- 

plicable, and for that very reason Plato employs the more general 

term πάϑη. 

—————— μδνν. 
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It is also proposed to read évvoijg, but to this there are two very 
strong objections. In the first place ὅταν λάβῃς... καὶ ἅμα--- 
would certainly need ἐννοήσῃς, and in the next place the altera- 
tion runs counter to the whole arrangement of the sentence, and 

cannot be reconciled with γάρ, which can stand where it now is 

only on the condition that it belongs to the clause immediately 

following the parenthesis; whereas this change would make the 

parenthesis end at ἐπονομάζειν. Indeed the true balance of the 
sentence is lost by any such change; for whereas Plato might have 

arranged his clauses thus: The men of old have taught us (A) the 

power of number in Music and Rhythm, and have directed us 

(B) to look for the same power in all ἄπειρα, and so whenever you 

learn A, (λάβῃς), or detect B, (ἕλῃς), σοφὸς éyévov—, he thought fit 
to introduce the first part of this sentence in a kind of running 

parenthesis alongside of the second. By reading ἐννοῇς you de- 

stroy the antithesis between what the ancients taught (καὶ ἅμα 

ἐννοεῖν x. τ. δ) and what we are counselled to do in order to get 

σοφία, (ὅταν τ᾽ ἄλλο ἕλῃς,) and you put a tautology in its place. 

The reader will observe that the contrast between λάβῃς and 
ἕλῃς is a real one, but that between σοφὸς ἐγένου and ἔμφρων 
γέγονας is a very paltry verbal variation, where no real contrast 

ean take place; for while there is a difference between the man 

who is taught and the man who discoyers, there is none in the 

method or in its result. 

As here we have a foolish variation between ἐγένου and yéyo- 
νας, so in Euthyd. 287, 8, we have a verbal antithesis between 

the present, which is correct, and the future, which is quite in- 

appropriate. Οὕτω Κρόνος εἶ, ὥστε ἃ τὸ πρῶτον εἴπομεν viv ἀνα- 
μιμνήσκει, καὶ εἴ τι πέρυσιν εἶπον [" νῦν ἀναμνησϑήσει]. I referred 
to this passage in my Lelter (page m1), but inadvertently put the 
branch of spuriousness upon the wrong part of it. 

But before I leaye the Huthydemus, I would fain point out some 

other false supplements which have occurred to me quite recently 
in lecturing upon that Dialogue. 

274, v. [τὴν δύναμιν τῆς σοφίας. 
276, B. Read ἐθορύβησαν for ἀνεϑορύβησαν. 
277, v. [καταβαλῶν]. 
281, a. [τῶν ἀγαϑῶν] and [τὸ ὀρϑῶς πᾶσι τοῖς τοιούτοις χρῆ- 

σϑαι] The genitives πλούτου etc. are governed by ἡγουμένη. 
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281, ο. [μᾶλλον]. 

282, aands. This is one of the places where from not per- 

ceiving the interpolation I was led into a wrong mode of re- 

storing the syntax. Read: Καὶ παρὰ πατρός ye δήπου τοῦτ᾽ οἰόμε- 
νον δεῖν μεταλαμβάνειν πολὺ μᾶλλον ἢ χρήματα, καὶ παρ᾽ ἐπιτρόπων 
καὶ φίλων, τῶν τ᾽ ἄλλων καὶ τῶν φασκόντων ἐραστῶν εἶναι, καὶ ξέ- 
νῶν καὶ πολιτῶν, δεόμενον καὶ ἱκετεύοντα σοφίας μεταδιδόναι οὐδὲν 
αἰσχρὸν οὐδὲ νεμέσητον ὁτιοῦν ὑπηρετεῖν τῶν καλῶν ὑπηρετημάτων, 

προϑυμούμενον σοφὸν γενέσϑαι. This is as elegant a sentence as 
any in Plato, and a model of symmetry without formality. The 
foolish writer who supplied ἐϑέλοντα has not only destroyed the 

construction, but has caused another to bolster it up with the 

clumsy contrivance of ἕνεκα τούτου ὑπηρετεῖν καὶ δουλεύειν καὶ 
ἐραστῇ καὶ παντὶ ἀνθρώπῳ. , 

282, ν. Read: οἷον ἐπιϑυμῶ τὸν προτρεπτικ ὃν λόγον εἶναι. 
But the most impudent attempt at improving the text occurs in 

284, 8. The Sophist wishes to prove ὅτι οὐδεὶς λέγει τὰ μὴ ὄντα, 
and this he does by bringing Ctesippus to admit the following 
propositions. 1. τὰ μὴ ὄντα οὐκ ἔστιν. 2. ta μὴ ὄντα οὐδεὶς av 
ποιήσειεν. 8. of λέγοντες πράττουσί τι. 4. of πράττοντες ποιοῦσι. 
5. of λέγοντες ποιοῦσι. 6. of λέγοντες τὰ μὴ ὄντα, ποιοῖεν ἂν τὰ 
μὴ ὄντα, τοῦτο δὲ ὡμολόγηται ἀδύνατον εἶναι. 

From this it follows that the words “Adho τι οὖν οὐδαμοῦ τά γε 

μὴ ὄντα ὄντα ἐστίν; Οὐδαμοῦ. are quite foreign to the argument, 
and were probably invented to give some force to ἐν τῷ δήμῳ: 

and likewise that Euthydemus’ question is simply this: Ἔστιν οὖν 
ὅπως τὰ μὴ ὄντα ποιήσειεν ἂν καὶ ὁστισοῦν; 

This quite throws into the shade such minor invasions as 297, Ὁ, 

ἀφιγμένῳ, 298, v, βοιδίων or κωβίων, 302, 8, ἔφευγόν τε, 290, 8, 

τοῦτο ὃ ἂν ϑηρεύωνται, and τούτοις ἃ ἐθήρευσαν, (for πόλιν ϑη- 
ρεύσωνται read either χειρώσωνται or ϑηράσωνται.) 278, ν, οἷον 
αὐτὸ ὑπολαμβάνω, and a score of others, in which I cannot with 

certainty include 302, p, σοὶ [ϑεοί], as this may arise from a two- 
fold reading COI and @OI, but in 808, 8, the words ὥσϑ᾽ ὅμο- 
λογεῖν---σοφούς, are so manifestly a false interpretation of οὕτω 

διετέϑην, and so completely spoil what immediately follows, that 
they can be nothing but a deliberate forgery. 

There are others which are yet upon their trial, such as the 
following, 807, 4, ὥστ᾽ οὐκ ἔχω ὅπως προτρέπω τὸ μειράκιον ἐπὶ 
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φιλοσοφίαν. Crito’s faith in philosophy is already shaken by 
Isocrates’ sneer, and by his own impressions about these ἐριστικοί. 
Otherwise Socrates’ exhortation not to care about the men, but 

to look into the thing itself, is altogether idle. His embarassment 

is ὅποι προτρέπῃ τὸ μειράκιον, πότερον πρὸς φιλοσοφίαν ἢ πρὸς 
ἄλλο τι ἐπιτήδευμα. 

I will end this digression υἱποία mea cadendo. To make the - 

question tally with the answer in 304, x, I formerly edited ἀπε- 
gaivovto, but this is applicable only to γνώμας, and by no means 
the right word to use of the displays of the Sophists. But the 

question is rightly given in the received text: τί οὖν ἐφαίνοντό 

σοι, “well, what did you think of them”? The answer however is 

corrupt, and interpolated after its corruption. I believe the true 
reading to be: Ti δ᾽ ἄλλο, ἦ δ᾽ ὅς, ἢ ὅτι περ ἀεὶ δή τις τῶν τοιού- 
tov, ληρούντων καὶ περὶ οὐδένος ἀξίων ἀναξίαν σπουδὴν ποιουμέ- 

νῶν; “What else should they look like but what every one of 

the men of their class at all times looks like, a class of triflers 

ete.” 

Ρ. 16, Ε. τότε δὴ δεῖν] For τότε δ᾽ ἤδη, the reading of most MSS., the 

Bodl. gives τότε δὴ δεῖ. For the Bodl. δεῖ, δεῖν has been substituted in 

the text. ᾿ 

p. 17, Ἑ. ἐλλόγιμον] The meaning of ἐλλόγιμον and that of ἐνάριϑμον are 

so nearly the same, that one is tempted to suspect either that the former word 

is a later addition, or that Plato must have justified the twofold expression 

by a twofold reason; namely, by writing, ἅτ᾽ οὐκ εἰς λόγον, οὐδ᾽ εἰς ἀριϑμὸν 

οὐδένα... ἀπιδόντα. But, as the-importance of πέρας is uppermost in the 
writer’s mind, any addition to ἀριθμὸς weakens the effect which he wishes to 

produce.” For. this reason I look upon the words χαὶ οὐχ ἐλλόγιμον with some 
suspicion. It may be said, in answer to this, that λόγος and dprdpd¢ are by 

no means equivalent, and that Shakspeare illustrates the difference when he 

says that certain offences “stand more for number than account”, and that the 

Tragic ἀριομὸς ἄλλως and the Horatian ‘Nos numerus sumus’ shew that ἄριϑ- 

μὸς is rather the antithesis of λόγος than its equivalent. But in this passage 

who can doubt that the idea which ἐνάριϑμος presents is identical with that 

presented by ἐλλόγιμος Then why was it introduced? 
p. 18, A. τοῦτον, ὡς ἔφαμεν] The Books read φαμεν. But Socrates is 

comparing a past observation with a present one, and for this reason uses 

λάβοι with the former, and ἀναγχασϑῇ with the latter, according to the com- 

mon rule as to the optative and subjunctive moods. 

p- 18, A. ἔδει] I have substituted this for the δεῖ of the MSS., to accord 

with λάβοι and ἔφαμεν. 
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p- 18, B. μὴ ἐπὶ x. τ. &] I have placed the absurd supplement py ἐπὶ 

τὸ ἕν x. t. & in brackets, but there is still something amiss, and any body 

trying to correct it must be guided by the illustration presently offered in the 

discovery of the Alphabet. We want δεῖ or some equivalent to accompany 

χατανοεῖν, and we require that πλῆθος should have number, i.e. be definite, 

and not that number should have πλῆϑος, which every number above one has 

in any case. It is not improbable that Plato wrote ἀριϑμὸν αὖ τινὰ πλῆϑος 

ἕχαστον ἔχον χατανοεῖν AKT. 
p. 18, 8. ᾿Εἰπειδὴ [φωνὴν &. κ.}} Unless we reject the words ῳ. ἄ. x. 

as a supplement of some expounder, we have a mass of words without any 

construction, and furthermore a statement which Plato could not have made. 

The word χατανοεῖν implies that the discovery has already begun, but there 

is no act τοῦ χατανοεῖν in. acknowledging the existence of φωνή, nor indeed 

of any object while still in its indefinite state; so that φωνὴν ἄπειρον xata- 

γοεῖν is a contradiction in terms. The first stage of discovery is xatavoety τὰ 

φωνήεντα. : 
Ρ. 18, B. λέγων, πρῶτος] I retract my former conjecture of λέγω ὡς, and 

hold ὃς, the reading of most MSS., and ὡς, that of the Bodl., to be mere gram- 

matical attempts to give coherence to that which the above named supplement 

had thrown out of gear. ὁ λόγος λέγει is perfectly good Greek, but the pas- 

sage from the Republic 360, D, affords no example of it. We ought there to 

read ὁ ὑπὲρ τοῦ τοιούτου λόγον λέγων, “the advocate of this view.” For πρῶ- 

τος τὰ φωνήεντα, read πρῶτα τ. φ. i.e. “Yirst the Vowels, then the Mutes, after 

that the Liquids.” 

[p. 19, D. τὸ προσρηθησόμενον ὀρθῶς [&. 4. y']] The interpolation here is 
similar to that in 11, B. 

Ρ. 22, D. αἰτιῴμεθ᾽ ἄν] αἴτιον and εἶναι have been put in brackets, the 

sense and construction being complete without them. 

Ρ. 23, D. πρὸς τοῖς τρισίν] Here as well as below in 26, E, the article 

has been inserted without the authority of the MSS. * 

p. 24, c. ἀνέμνησάς μ᾽] The pronoun we is wanting in the MSS. 

p- 27, Ε. [τὴν airlav,] ὡς ix. ἕτερον ὄν] τὴν αἰτίαν is here bracketed, as 

being an obvious marginal gloss. Nine lines above, γιγνόμενον has been dealt 

with in the same way and for the same reason. 

p. 44, A. elarep χωρίς] The Editor has omitted to state his reasons for 

bracketing τοῦ μὴ λυπεῖσθαι χαὶ τοῦ χαίρειν. He has evidently regarded the 

clause as a gloss on Exatépov. An alternative correction of the sentence might 

be proposed, viz. ro retain the bracketed words and cancel Exatépov. 

: E. R. H.] 



ADDENDA. ; 155 

p. 14, vp. ἐπεὶ μηδὲ τὰ τοιάδε] I have tri¢d to make excuses for this 

phrase, and to explain the whole passage as it stands. But I cannot recon- 

cile myself to the text for many reasons. (1) Though we may say συγχωρῶ 

μὴ δεῖν ἅπτεσϑαι τῶν τοιούτων, we cannot say ταῦτα συγχωρεῖται μὴ δεῖν 

ἅπτεσθαι αὐτῶν, and still less ἅπτεσθαι τῶν τοιούτων. (2) συγχεχωρημένα 

ἐστὶ is not the same as ὁμολογεῖται, and cannot mean that we admit something 
concerning certain things, but that the things themselves have been given up, 

admitted to be true, because we wish to get rid of them and their propounders. 

(3) The words μὴ δεῖν τ. τ. ἅπτεσθαι sever ὑπὸ πάντων from the rest of the 
clause and from the participle ὑπολαμβανόντων, which is a great offence against 

elegance. (4) ὑπολαμβανόντων needs an accusative, such as αὐτὰ or some equi- 
valent. (5) ἐπεὶ μηδὲ is only appropriate when a preceding assertion is up- 

held @ fortiori on the ground of a statement which follows. But Socrates’ in- 

stance is neither weaker nor stronger than those of Protarchus, but a mere 

addition of something akin to the foregoing. (6) There is no good defence 

to be made of μηδέ, unless we read τῶν τοιούτων, and even then the sen- 

tence is rendered very clumsy by the intervening παιδαριώδη x. τ΄ &, which 
separate μὴ δεῖν from μηδέ. These grounds lead me to the conclusion that 

the passage is interpolated by some one, who not understanding the artificial 

turn of the sentence, supposed it to be suffering from some omission. If we 

_ leave out μὴ δεῖν τῶν τοιούτων ἅπτεσθαι and ἐπεὶ μηδέ, τὰ τοιάδε becomes 

the accusative to ὑπολαμβανόντων γίγνεσθαι, and gives a kind of unexpected 
addition to Socrates’ speech. This contrivance was adopted in order to intro- 

duce an additional example of ἕν χαὶ πολλά, without resorting to a tedious 

and formal introduction of new matter. 
Ρ. 24; B. In my former edition I left ἀνέμνησας, as I found it, without 

an ehiests But it may be doubted whether we should read, ᾿Αλλ ev Ne or 

"AMX εὖ re. Εὖ Ye as ἃ mere exclamation is well known; but here εὖ is an 
adverb joined with two verbs, and it does not begin the sentence. I am de- 

cidedly in favour of εὖ te. 
Ρ. 27, B. I am responsible for τὴν αἰτίαν appearing in brackets. The 

Treason of this is obvious; but it is not quite so obvious why I have preferred 

λέγωμεν, according to which reading δεδηλωμένον should have been followed by 

a mark of interrogation, to λέγομεν which is the reading of the Bodleian. The 

Passage as I have printed it is far from satisfactory; and I have great mis- 

givings about this double question and answer, and fear that this \¢yamev, or 

λέγομεν, is a mere Will οὐ the wisp, which has led me into a false conjecture. 

For if this word is a gloss, we see at once why the oldest MS. has nothing 

to correspond to it in the answer, whereas the revisor of some later copy would 

see that it must! have an answer, and so one gloss would beget another. If 

We continue the structure of the preceding speech Οὐχοῦν τὰ μὲν γιγνόμενα καὶ 

ἐξ ὧν γίγνεται πάντα τὰ τρία παρέσχετο ἡμῖν yévn—the natural sequel would 
be Τὸ δὲ δὴ πάντα ταῦτα δημιουργοῦν τὸ τέταρτον (sc. παρέχεται ἡμῖν γένος) 
εἷς ἕτερον %.%.& Τὸ this Protarchus needs only to answer with the Bodleian, 

Ἕτερον γὰρ ovy.—"Qore ὑπὸ σοφίας ἔλαϑον οὐδὲν εἰπών. 
p. 62, Ε. εἰ δέ γε καὶ---καὶ νῦν δή] νῦν only admits of one χαί, and the 

other is ἃ mere repetition occasioned by the interrupting sentence. But if the 
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second xa) is superfluous, δὴ is something worse, for whether we join it to 

viv or to εἰ, it changes the sense of either, so as to make it quite unsuitable 

to this passage. 

Ρ. 63, B. ἀλλήλων πέρι] That is ἑχατέρας τῶν ἑτέρων πέρι. But this is 
a very slovenly substitute, and moreover we have a most suspicious stranger 

in ppovyjoes. The plural is used for thoughts, intentions and dispositions. But 

here we want only the equivalent to νοῦς, and therefore the singular noun. 

When Plato introduces plurality to match with the plural qdovat, he speaks 

of ἐπιστῆμαι, μαθήματα or τέχναι. Again αὐτὰς ought to belong to φρονή- 
σεῖς as well as to ἡδονάς, but its place renders this impossible. As the ad- 

dress first proposed is made to pleasures only, there can be no doubt that 

χαὶ τὰς φρονήσεις and ἀλλήλων πέρι are as unnecessary as they are incorrect. 

I should therefore now not seruple to edit the text thus: Οὐχ ἡμᾶς, ὦ Πρώ- 

tapye, διερωτᾶν χρή, τὰς ἡδονὰς δέ, διαπυνϑανομένους τὸ τοιόνδε. Further 

on I ean propose something better than what I offered in my note, namely, 

this: μῶν οὐχ ἂν δέξαισϑε οἰκεῖν μετὰ φρονήσεως πάσης [ἢ χωρὶς τοῦ φρο- 
νεῖν]; “Would you refuse to dwell with any intellect whatever?” In the answer 

to this question, it now appears to me that τελέως εἰς δύναμιν “as thoroughly 

as possible” is added, to imply that the clearer the consciousness, the fuller 

justice is done to pleasure. But τἄλλά te πάντα (or rather ta τ᾽ ἄλλα πάντα) 
requires αὐτῶν ἡμῶν in the opposite clause. Perhaps we should read, χαὶ 

αὐτῶν tw’ ἡμῶν τελέως εἰς δύναμιν ξχάστην. “Any one of us, each to the 
utmost possible degree of completeness.” This use of τις followed by ἕχαστος 

can be supported by examples. 

p. 63, ©. Expel ϑεοῦ. χαϑάπερ ὁπαδοὶ should be taken together. The 

structure is: ὁπόσαι γιγνόμεναι χαϑάπερ ὀπαδοὶ τῆς ξυμπάσης ἀρετῆς, ξυνα- 

χολουϑοῦσιν αὐτῇ πάντῃ. But in the text I think that αὐτῇ is either mis- 
placed or altogether foreign. As to τίν᾽ ἰδέαν αὐτὴν εἶναί ποτε μαντευτέον, 

nothing more seems wanting than the article; τίνα τὴν ἰδέαν αὐτήν. He adds 
αὐτὴν to contrast the Idea itself, or the absolute Good, with the forementioned 

(relative) Good ἐν τ᾽ ἀνθρώπῳ χαὶ ἐν τῷ παντί. 
p. θά, σ. Read προσφνέστερον ὄν. 
Ρ. 64, D. As ἡτισοῦν and πᾶσα cannot both be retained, which is the in- 

truder? Certainly ἡτισοῦν, which the scribes have repeated from above; for 

it so separates τυχοῦσα from ὁπωσοῦν that they cannot be taken together, so 

that the adverb is left to itself. Read, τυχοῦσα ὁπωσοῦν ξ. πᾶσα. 

p. 64, ©. It is strange that such expressions as μετριότης ἀρετὴ γίγνεται 

or ξυμμετρία χάλλος γίγνεται should have passed so long unchallenged. Mo- 

deration cannot become Moral χαλὸν or ἀρετή, nor Symmetry Physical χάλλος, 

else they would cease to be Moderation and Symmetry. Read, μετριότητι χαὶ 

ξυμμετρίᾳ. 
Ibid. αὐτοῖς] with what? If with τῷ μετρίῳ χαὶ τῷ ξυμμέτρῳ, the author 

should have said τούτοις. But the Bodleian has ξαυτοῖς, a word often con- 

founded with ἑκάστοις, which would yield a good sense. See 64, B. 

p. 65, A. Protarchus should have answered to λέγωμεν: but ὀρθότατα μὲν 
οὖν is an answer to one of two dependent clauses ὀρθότατ᾽ ἂν αἰτιασαίμεϑα. 

This fact renders λέγωμεν ὡς very suspicious, but I question whether αἰτιᾷ- 

σϑαι can govern αὐτὴν γεγονέναι. 
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p. 65, B. Δῆλον μὲν is not only indirect, but also bald, and quite con- 

trary to Plato’s practice. But ὅμως δ᾽ ow certainly belongs to the same 

speaker as "Hy τοίνυν x. τ. & Besides, the colour of the phrase βελτίον τῷ 

λόγῳ ἐπεξελθεῖν is suited to the person conducting the dispute, and to πὸ 
other. But whoever says this, must certainly have said something more; such 

as, that it is better to continue the argument in its’ several particulars. Now, 

if we add χαϑ᾽ ἕν ἔχαστον to βέλτιον, we not only gain this improvement, 

but we are also able to remove the objection, which all must feel, to χρίνωμεν 

without a case. Repeat ἕχαστον, and all difficulty ceases. Read: ”H8n τοίνυν, 

ὦ IL, ixavdc ἡμῖν γένοιτ᾽ ἂν ὁστισοῦν MPITHS κ᾿ 5. es χαὶ ϑεοῖς. ὅμῶς δ᾽ 
οὖν τῷ λόγῳ ἐπεξελθεῖν βέλτιον xa” ἕν ἕχαστον. ἕχαστον τοίνυν τῶν τριῶν---- 

Ρ. 66,D. Read διαμαρτυρόμενοι. I must ask’ the reader to take no notice 

of my proposed change of the passage beginning Ποῖον 8i}—and ending at 

δεῖν λόγον. The received text is correct in everything except παντελῆ for 

which I read πάντῃ. It should therefore have been printed thus: ΠΡΏ. Ποῖον 

δή; TQ. Φίληβος . .. . πᾶσαν καὶ πάντῃ. IPQ. Τὸ τρίτον, . . ὡς ἔοιχας 
x. τ & The apparent abruptness of Socrates’ answer is explained by what 

follows: Nat, τὸ δέ ye μετὰ τοῦτ᾽ ἀχούωμεν. Everything in this part of the 

dialogue is intended to shew that Socrates is in haste to sum up and con- 

elude. The meaning of Protarchus’ answer is; “Then, when you spoke of re- 

peating a third time, it was the old argument that you meant us to repeat.” 

But although this passage is nearly correct as the MSS. present it, the same 

cannot be said of what follows: ἐγὼ γὰρ δὴ κατιδὼν ἅπερ viv δὴ διελήλυθα, 

kal δυσχεράνας τὸν Φιλήβου λόγον οὐ μόνον ἀλλὰ καὶ ἄλλων πολλάκις μυρίων, 

εἶπον ὡς x. τ. & It is quite foreign to Plato’s intention to represent Socrates 
as discerning from the first the nature of the argument which he is to pursue. 

He follows the λόγος whithersoever it leads him; and therefore even if ἅπερ 

νῦν δὴ διελήλυϑα meant the general argument, χατιδὼν cannot be applied to 

it. The most that he admits afterwards is a suspicion that there might be 

other claimants to the name of Good (ὑποπτεύων καὶ ἄλλα εἶναι πολλά). And 
now we see why the oldest Manuscript has ἅπερ viv δὴ δυσχεράνας διελή- 
λυϑα, χαὶ δυσχεράνας----. Here we find the confusion, caused by some ancient 

misplacement of δυσχεράνας, in its undisguised condition. But if we try to 

conceive what must have been the appearance of the text before this displace- 

ment arose, the most probable supposition is that δυσχεράνας occurred where 

χατιδὼν was afterwards contrived to fill up the place of the missing participle. 

For these reasons I propose, ἐγὼ γὰρ δὴ δυσχεράνας ἅπερ viv δὴ διελήλυϑα, 

τὸν Φιλήβου λόγον οὐ μόνου, ἀλλὰ χαὶ ἄλλων πολλαχισμυρίων x. τ. & “For 

I as you know (8%) disliking the saying which I have just repeated (Φίληβος 

τἀγαϑὸν ἐτίϑετο x. t. &.) which is the saying not of Philebus alone but of many 
thousand others &c.” 

p. 67, A. Remove the brackets from ἱχανόν, and read with the inferior 

MSS. ἱχανώτατα. I was misled by the Zurich editors, who in spite of common 
sense invariably adhere to the Bodleian MS. The play on ixavey ἱχανώτατα 

is quite in the manner of the author. 

CORRIGENDUM. 

Page 115, Line 8 (of notes). For ¢ read q 
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CORRIGENDA. 
(See also Page XXVI.) 

For read ᾿ς 

For ἐφ. δ. μεμερίσϑαι, read ἐφ. [δεῖν] μεμερίσϑαι. See 
Ρ. 180. 

Correct from p. 151. 
For substitution read insertion [the Editor’s original 

word]. ἀρείοτατε (ap = ἀνήρ, pos = ἀνδρός) is 
changed into ἀχρειότατε by the insertion of y. 

For 1. read SQ. 

For ‘sonrce’ read ‘sources’. 

For ἀνδρώπους read ἀνδρώποις. 

For ἕχάτεροι read Exdtepos. 

34 last but 2 (of notes) Wor moody read ποσόν. 

71 5 (of notes) 

75 1 (of notes) 

For xat τις read xa) τίς. 

For Appendix read Addenda. 

92 last but 5 (of notes) For εἰλικρινὲς read τὸ σφόδρα. 

Jena: printed by Ep, FRoMMANN, 
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